DECLARATION FOR THE
RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Powell Road Landfill
Huber Heights, OChio

TATEME F P

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Powell Road Landfill in Huber Heights, Ohio, which was chosen
in accordance with the Comprehensive, Environmental, Response,
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), and, to the extent
practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the
administrative record for this Site.

The State of Ohio concurs with the selected remedial action.

ASSESSMENT QF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the remedial action
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare,
or the environment. '

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION

The remedial action will be a final site-wide remedy. The
selected remedial action addresses the sources of the
contamination by containment of the landfill and contaminated
scils and treatment of leachate and ground water. The major
compcnents of the selected remedial action for the Powell Road
Landfill are:

institutional controls

improved landfill cap with liner

excavation of contaminated soils

consolidation of soils under landfill cap

ground water monitoring

flood protection

storm water controls

active landfill gas collection with flare

leachate extraction

on-site leachate treatment

extraction of ground water from the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill

on-site ground water treatment

discharge of treated ground water and leachate to river



The selected remedial action will address the principal threats
pcsed by the Site.

TATUTOR T T

The selected remedial action is protective of human health and
the environment, complies with Federal and State requirements
that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. The remedial action
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the
gstatutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Because this remedial action will result in hazardous substances
remaining on-sgite, a review will be conducted within five years
after commencement of remedial action to insure that the remedial
action continues to provide adequate protection of human health
and the envirconment.

el U [k 7/ /3

/L Valdas V. Adamkus Date




TABLE OF CONTENTS

RECORD OF DECISION
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL

I. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION.................

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS ...............

ITI.

Iv.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

A. SITE HISTORY .. ..t tiiiinnnerreeoononoosacannnns

B.

ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES ........cciiieenenens

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION .......ciiiiiiiiinnenonnenens

SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION ..................

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS ..........ccocvenenn

A.
B.

) = 8

OFF-SITE ..ttt teeniionsssessnnsosenssasssaenssas

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS .. ... ..ttt iteritetienenncaanasss

A.

B.
C.

HUMAN HEALTH RISKS ..... .ttt vnnnnnaaeeaaannons
1. EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT ........ccieeinoesocns
2. TOXICITY ASSESSMENT ..........ciiiineann
3. RISK CHARACTERIZATION ........oieeeneennnn.

ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT ...........ccccceenn
RISK-BASED CLEANUP LEVELS ..........ccic0ctsenn

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES ........c.cceeecnereennnn

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION ......ctiiiiiieecennnnnnenns
ALTERNATIVE 2 .. ittt einetnersoonnannasssssscscaassns
COMMON COMPONENTS . ...ttt tennenoneoesaoeanccnanssnos
ALTERNATIVE 3 .ttt iiittierteoneennsssnsssanessonenoes
ALTERNATIVE 4 .....civveevn.- ettt e e e
ALTERNATIVE 5 ...ttt it tnneansacasoennnsosssss
ALTERNATIVE 6 .. iveterennoenssnoanosoaacssonsnonoses
ALTERNATIVE 7 ..ttt iisvnneennsannaaaassssnonnnonens

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

THRESHOLD CRITERIA ... ... iiiiieeeeentsossoccnnnnnnns

1.

2.

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH

AND THE ENVIRONMENT .......cc0vieecceccnnocsenn
COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT

AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS) ..........

PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA ..........ccccinnenn-

3.
4.

G

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE ........
REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, OR

VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT ...........cccteveceon.
SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS .......... e
IMPLEMENTABILITY ..ttt ivetimeenaneoanoonnesonns



7. 001 31

MODIFYING CRITERIA ... ittt ittt i et 33
8. STATE ACCEPTANCE ........ it iiiinnnnnn. 33
S. COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE .... ..ttt ittt iieennnnn. 33
SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION - ALTERNATIVE 4 ........... 33
STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS ..........ii it innnnnnnn. 35
A. PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND

THE ENVIRONMENT ........i0tittttneeettiennncennnns 35
B. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS ........citiiieenrennannn 36
C. COST-EFFECTIVENESS ......i it iiiiirennnnncnenns 40
D UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT SOLUTIONS

AND ALTERNATIVE TREATMENT TECHNOLOGIES

TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT PRACTICABLE ............. 41
E. PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT ......... ..ttt tiienns 42



FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE

FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE
FIGURE

TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE

TABLE

TABLE

TABLE

b W

H W o 30

WOIO U0 b WwN e

e e
WO

H
>

15

16

17

18

19

20

21
22

23
24
25

FIGURES, TABLES AND ATTACHMENTS

RECORD OF DECISION
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL

SITE VICINITY MAP

HYDROGEOLOGIC CROSS-SECTION TRACES
HYDROGEOLOGIC CROSS-SECTIONS

GAS VENT VAPOR TOTAL VOC CONCENTRATIONS
LANDFILL LIQUIDS/GROUND WATER TOTAL VOC
CONCENTRATIONS

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY SAMPLE LOCATIONS

SEDIMENT AND SURFACE WATER SAMPLING LOCATIONS
SURFICIAL AND SUBSURFICIAL SOIL SAMPLING LOCATIONS
SITE PLAN (SOIL CONTAMINANTS)

EXTENT OF TOTAL VOC CONTAMINATION - PRINCIPAL
AQUIFER

GAS VENT METHANE MEASUREMENTS

GAS VENT VAPOR - FIELD ORGANIC ANALYSIS

GAS VENT LIQUID - VOLATILE ORGANIC ANALYSIS

GAS VENT LIQUID - SEMIVOLATILE ORGANIC ANALYSIS
GAS VENT LIQUID - INORGANIC ANALYSIS

SURFACE LEACHATE ANALYSIS

AMBIENT AIR TENAX TUBE ANALYSIS

SEDIMENT ANALYSIS

SURFACE WATER ANALYSIS

SURFICIAL SOILS ANALYSIS

SUBSURFACE SOIL ANALYSIS

GROUND WATER ANALYSIS - VOCS AND ARSENIC

SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS DETECTED IN ELDORADO PLAT
AREA GROUND WATER MONITORING WELLS

SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
(ORGANICS)

SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN
(INORGANICS)

ORAL TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL
CONCERN

INHALATION TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF
POTENTIAL CONCERN

COMPARISON OF CHEMICAL CONCENTRATIONS FOR
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN DETECTED AT PRL TO
FEDERAL MCLs

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH
CURRENT LAND USE CONDITIONS

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH
FUTURE LAND USE CONDITIONS

SUMMARY OF RISK-BASED CLEANUP LEVELS
CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND
APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS

STATE OF OHIO: SURFACE WATER STANDARDS

STATE OF OHIO LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS

STATE OF OHIO: ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARS



ATTACHMENT 1 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
ATTACHMENT 2 ADMINISTRATIVE RECCRD INDEX



DECISION SUMMARY

POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER HEIGHTS, OHIO

I. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site (the Site) is located in
Huber Heights, Ohio, a suburb in the northern Dayton metropolitan
area of Montgomery County, Ohio. The Site occupies approximately
70 acres on the floodplain of the Great Miami River (see Figure
1). The landfill portion of the Site is located at 4060 Powell
Road in Huber Heights, Ohio, and is bordered by Powell Road and
residential housing on the north, an intermittent stream to the
east, wooded areas to the south and west, and the Great Miami
River to the south. The landfill covers roughly 36.3 acres and
rises 30 to 40 feet above the surrounding terrain. The nearest
residents live in homes owned by the current owner of the
-landfill. The homes are located approximately 200 feet north of
the landfill along Powell Road. A residential area, known as
Eldorado Plat, is located south of the landfill in an area
immediately south of the Great Miami River.

The Great Miami River flows east to west along the southern
boundary of the Site, approximately 150 feet south of the
landfill. Two intermittent streams (Stream A and Stream B) to
the east of the Site drain south to the river. The Great Miami
River is classified as a warm water habitat (OAC 3745-1-21) and
is used for agricultural, industrial and primary contact (i.e.
wading) purposes.

Geologic materials in the area of the Site are outwash deposits
(sand, sand and gravel, and silty sand and gravel), till
(unsorted sand, clay, silt and gravel), lacustrine deposits (thin
layers of clay, silt and very fine sand) and bedrock (see Figure
3). The outwash deposits constitute the regional aquifer known
as the Great Miami River buried valley aquifer (GMR BVA) which
has been designated a sole-source aquifer under U.S. EPA's Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA).

The GMR BVA is locally divided into shallow and primary aquifers.
Separatiocn of the two aquifers by confining till deposits occurs
under the southern portion of the landfill and under the river.
(Hereinafter, these two locally separated aquifers are identified
as the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill and the primary
aquifer adjacent to the landfill.) The confining till deposits
are also present south of the river (Eldorado Plat area),
however, they are not continuous, therefore only one
interconnected aquifer exists in this area. (Hereinafter, the
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) is identified as
the primary aquifer.) Figure 2 identifies the location of
hydrogeoclogic cross-section traces. Figure 3 identifies cross-



sections C-C' (north-south) and J-J' (east-west, Eldorado Plat
area) and labels the above-discussed local agquifers.

The GMR BVA is the main source of water supply to the Dayton
metropolitan area. Residents located south of the Site, in the
area immediately south of the river known as Eldorado Plat,
obtain their water from private wells installed in the primary
aquifer. Approximately 0.75 miles south of the Site are Ohio
Suburban Water Company (OSWC) wells, which supply water to
residents in most of Huber Heights and a =#mall portion of Mad
River Township. Approximately 1.5 miles south of the Site, the
City of Dayton operates wells in the GMR BVA. These wells supply
water to residents of Dayton, a number of other local
municipalities, and Montgomery County. Approximately 0.5 miles
west of the Site the city of Dayton has begun operation of a new
well field.

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

A. SITE HISTORY

The Site is a former gravel pit which was converted to a landfill
in 1959 and operated until 1984 under several different owners.
The current owner is SCA Services of Ohio, a subsidiary of Waste
Management of North America, Inc. Commercial, industrial, and
non-hazardous domestic wastes were disposed of in the landfill.
Degradation of these wastes resulted in a release of hazardous
substances. It is also believed that improper disposal of
certain types of industrial waste have occurred at the landfill,
including ink waste, paint sludge, strontium chromate and
benzidine. The landfill ceased operation in 1984 and was capped
and seeded in 198S5.

The Site was proposed for listing on the National Priorities List
(NPL) on September 8, 1983 and was final on the NPL on September
21, 1984.

In December, 1984, after identifying contamination in the ground
water in the area of the Site, the Ohio EPA requested U.S. EPA's
support to determine if an imminent and substantial endangerment
to human health or the environment existed. U.S. EPA's Technical
Assistance Team (TAT) sampled 46 private residential wells.
Sampling results identified low levels of VOCs in 6 residential
wells. After reviewing these sampling results, U.S. EPA
determined that an imminent and substantial risk to human health
and the environment was not present at that time, and emergency
actions were not required at that time. However, the U.S. EPA
recommended that several activities be conducted in the area,
which included conducting a detailed Remedial Investigation of
the Powell Road Landfill (see Section V.).



B. ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

In April, 1986, negotiations began for a 106 Administrative Order
on Consent (AOC) under which Potentially Responsible Parties
(PRPs) would perform the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) at the Site. These negotiations terminated in May, 1986,
and U.S. EPA began performance of the RI/FS at the Site.

During June of 1987, one PRP, SCA Services of Ohio, Incorporated,
contacted U.S. EPA and expressed interest in taking over
performance of the RI/FS. On November 12, 1987, an AOC was
entered into between the U.S. EPA, the Ohio EPA, and SCA Services
of Ohio, Incorporated (SCA) (currently a subsidiary of Waste
Management of North America, Inc.). This AOC requires SCA to
meet a number of requirements, including conducting an RI/FS and
paying all past costs associated with the Site. The final RI
report was approved in March of 1992 and the FS was approved in
March of 1983.

Initial PRP search activities at this Site identified seven (7)
PRPsS. General Notices of Potential Liability and CERCLA Section
104 (e) Information Requests were issued to all seven (7) PRPs on
December 2, 1985. Since 1985, U.S. EPA has issued 232
Information Request and 83 follow-up Information Requests.
General Notice letters were sent to thirty-seven (37) PRPs in
May, 1993.

Additional future Information Requests and follow-up Information
Requests will be issued as appropriate. All PRP information
which has been gathered to date is being reviewed. Special
Notice letters inviting participation in RD/RA negotiations are
expected to be issued to appropriate PRPs by U.S. EPA in the near
future.

ITII. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The public participation requirements of CERCLA sections
113 (k) (2) (B) (i-v) and 117 were met in the remedial action
selection process by the following:

- A Proposed Plan was finalized and released to the
public on May 13, 1993;

- The public was able to comment on the Proposed Plan
during a public comment period which started on May 20,
1993 and ended on July 9, 1993 (extended 21 days from
original date of June 18, 1993); and

- The public also had the opportunity to participate in a
Proposed Plan public meeting held Wednesday, June 2,
1993, in Huber Heights, Ohio.

- An informational letter was sent to all parties on the
mailing list on August 23, 1993. The letter discussed
residential well sampling which has been conducted at
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the Site from 1984 to present and the results of the
sampling.

Public interest at the Site has been high since the RI began. 1In
August, 1989 a Technical Assistance Grant was awarded to the
Miami valley Landfill Coalition (MVLC), a local citizen's group.
During the RI, MVLC reviewed numerous documents and met with the
U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA on several occasions to discuss documents,
present their ideas on additional field work, and their
interpretations of RI data. MVLC also commented on technologies
identified in the FS, and the proposed remedial action presented
in the Proposed Plan.

In 1989, when the RI was close to completion, MVLC concerns,
which reflect community concerns in general, were a major factor
in the U.S. EPA's and Ohio EPA's decision to install and sample
additional monitoring wells and resample select existing
menitoring and residential wells again. MVLC was concerned that
the connection between the Site and ground water contamination
identified approximately 4,000 feet south of the landfill, in the
Needmore Road area, had been missed. 1Installation of new
monitoring wells was planned specifically with the intent of
confirming the existence of any connection. Despite this
acdditional round of sampling, a connection between the Site and
trhe Needmore Road ground water contamination was not identified.

Public comments, verbal and written, received at the public
meeting on the Proposed Plan and during the public comment period
along with supporting documents, and response to significant
comments, are contained in the Responsiveness Summary attached to
this ROD.

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedial action will address the principal threats
in contaminated media identified at the Site. These principal
threats are landfill gases, contaminated ground water, landfill
liquids (leachate) and contaminated soils. The landfill will be
covered by an improved landfill cap with a liner which will
prevent uncontrolled migration of landfill gases into the air,
and prevent infiltration of precipitation into the landfill,
thereby reducing the generation of leachate and also reducing the
percolation of leachate from the landfill into ground water.

Landfill gases will be actively collected with extraction wells
ard thermally-treated on site with a flare.

Ground water contamination was identified in the primary and
srhallow aquifers adjacent to the landfill and in the primary
acuifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). The selected
remedial action will address ground water contamination by
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extracting ground water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill, treating ground water on-site, and discharging treated
ground water to the Great Miami River in compliance with NPDES
permit requirements.

Leachate 1s present in the landfill and is a source of ground
water contamination adjacent to the Site. Leachate will be
extracted from the landfill, treated on-site, and discharged to
the Great Miami River in compliance with NPDES permit
requirements.

Contaminated soils will be excavated and consolidated on the
landfill prior to construction of the landfill cap.

The geology of the Site indicates that ground water contamination
identified in the shallow aquifer, adjacent to the landfill,
could migrate under the Great Miami River and is a possible
source of ground water contamination identified in monitoring
wells south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). By extracting and
treating leachate from the landfill, and ground water in the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill, the two sources of
ground water contamination identified in the primary aquifer
adjacent to the landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat
area), will be removed. Once the sources are removed, ground
water contamination identified in the primary aquifer adjacent to
the landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), is
expected to decrease and meet cleanup levels.

A ground water monitoring network will be established on the Site
(around the landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat
area)). The purpose of ground water monitoring is to: 1)
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment/containment
components of the remedy to reduce risks in ground water (primary
and shallow aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)); and, 2) monitor
for changes in ground water flow and potential migration of
contaminated ground water from the Site.

The selected remedial action is expected to be the final response
for the Site. Because this remedial action will result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site, a review will be
conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action
to insure that the remedial action continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.



V. SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The RI determined the nature and extent of on-site and off-site
contamination, and estimated the risks posed by the Site to human
health and the environment. The RI Report, finalized in
February, 1992, identified the following on-site and off-site
contamination:

ON-SITE (contamination associated with the Site)

Landfill gases consisting of methane with detectable
concentrations of volatile organic compounds (VOCs)

Leachate consisting of VOCs, semivolatile organic
compounds, and inorganic compounds

Surface and near-surface soils which contain
semivolatile organics, pesticides, and polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs).

Shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill
contain VOCs

Primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)
contains VOCs

OFF-SITE (contamination not associated with the Site)

Primary aquifer south of the river (Needmore Road area)
contains VOCs. A connection between the Site and
contamination found in this area could not be confirmed
and is therefore not addressed by the final remedial
action.

A, ON-SITE

The Powell Road Landfill is the source of ground water
contamination found in the immediate vicinity of the landfill and
is responsible for the generation of landfill gases and leachate.
The landfill consists of approximately 2.6 million cubic yards of
material.

Landfill gases found in the landfill gas vents and air at the
Site consisted mostly of methane with detectable concentrations
of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Figure 4 shows the
locations of gas vents and the total VOC ccncentrations found in
the gas vents. Table 1 shows concentrations of methane detected
in gas vents and Table 2 shows concentraticns of VOCs detected in
gas vents.

Thirteen samples of leachate were collected from gas vents in the
landfill (Figure 5). Analysis identified VOCs (Table 3),
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semivolatile compounds (Table 4), metals, and other inorganics
(Table 5). Figure 5 shows the leachate/ground water total VOC
concentrations at the Site.

One sample of leachate was collected from the landfill surface.
Analysis identified VOCs, semivolatile compounds, metals, and
other inorganics. Table 6 presents the results of the surface
leachate sample analysis.

The chemicals and concentrations found in the surface leachate
were esgsentially the same as the leachate collected from gas
vents. Therefore, surface leachate and leachate collected from
gas vents are grouped together in further discussions.

Ambient air samples were collected at the Site (Figure 6).
Results identified trace amounts of VOCs (Table 7).

Eight sediment samples were collected from surface water bodies

on and around the Site (Figure 7). Analysis showed no impact
from the landfill in the form of VOCs or inorganic contaminants
(Table 8). Several semivolatiles were detected in both upstream

and downstream sediment samples.

Surface water samples were collected from the same locations as
sediment samples (Figure 7). Analysis showed no impact from the
landfill in the form of VOCs, semivolatile compounds, or
inorganic contaminants (Table 9).

Thirty-two surface soil samples and twelve sub-surface soil
gsamples were collected on the Site and in surrounding areas
(Figure 8). Surface and near-surface soils at the Site contain
semivolatile organics, pesticides and PCBs at limited locations
(Tables 10 and 11). Pigure 9 identifies the location and
approximate extent of surface and subsurface soils contamination.

Ground water quality was investigated by analyzing water sampled
from 44 new and existing monitoring wells (four sampling events)
and 30 residential and water supply wells on two occasions.

VOCs were the major contaminant group found in ground water. A
total of 15 VOCs were detected in ground water samples collected
during the RI.

VOCs were detected in six monitoring wells in the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill and in two monitoring wells in the
primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill (Table 12).

VOCs were identified in the primary aquifer south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area) during the last sampling round (Table 13).



Ground water sample analyses identified that MCLs were exceeded
for two VOCs (vinyl chloride and trichloroethene) and two metals
(aluminum and beryllium).

Ground water samples obtained during the RI, from residential
wells south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) did not identify
any contamination. Additional ground water samples of
residential wells in the Eldorado Plat area were collected and
analyzed in March, 1993. VOCs were detected in one residential
well. Similar levels of the same VOCs were found in this well
prior to the RI, but were not detected during the RI sampling of
the well.

3. OFF-SITE

VOCs were identified in ground water 4,000 feet south of the
landfill (Needmore Road area) (Figure 10). The VOCs identified
in the Needmore Road area consisted mainly of "ethene" VOCs. The
ground water contamination found in the Needmore Road area could
not be connected to contamination found on the Site. If the Site
were the source of ground water contamination found in the
Needmore Road area, ground water contaminants would have been
found between the Site and the Needmore Road area. Additionally,
dispersion of contaminants caused by migration from the Site to
the Needmore Road area would occur, and downgradient contaminants
in the Needmore Road area, would be equal-to, or more likely,
less-than the ground water contamination found on the Site.
However, ground water contamination was not found between the
Needmore Road area and the Site, nor were the Needmore Road area
ground water contamination levels equal-to or less-than
contamination found at the Site. The "ethene" VOC contaminants
found in the Needmore Road area were found at levels up to 4-
times greater than "ethene" VOCs found in ground water adjacent
to the landfill.

However, if in the future a connection is found which identifies
PRL as the source of contamination in the Needmore Road area,
either a ROD amendment or an Explanation of Significant
Differences will be prepared, as appropriate.

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

RI data identified the following contaminated media: air,
surface and near-surface soils, and ground water.

The RI data from each media was evaluated to> select chemicals of
potential concern (CPCs). CPCs are those chemicals present at
the Site most likely to be of concern to human health and the
environment. CPCs were selected based on a comparison of
contaminants found in each media to background and blank sample
data for each media. Table 14 (organics) and Table 15
(inorganics) summarize the CPCs selected for each media. (See RI
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Report, section 6.2, for tables summarizing RI data for each
media and CPCs for each media.)

Based on the results of the RI, U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA directed
the PRPs in calculating the risks that the Site would pose to
human health and the environment if no remedial actions were
taken at the Site. This process is called the Baseline Risk
Assessment (Risk Assessment). Risk assessment involves assessing
the toxicity, or degree of hazard, posed by the substances found
at the Site, and the routes by which humans and the environment
could come into contact with these substances.

The primary sources of uncertainty in the preparation of a risk
assegsment are:

Environmental sampling and analysis, and selection of
chemicals

Exposure parameter estimation
Toxicological data

See the RI Report, Section 6.0, for specific information on the
Baseline Risk Assessment prepared during the RI/FS.

A. HUMAN HEALTH RISKS
1. Exposure Assessment

Potential pathways by which human populations may be exposed to
chemicals at or originating from the Site were identified under
both current use and potential future residential land-use
conditions. Twelve complete exposure pathways were selected for
detailed evaluation under current use conditions. Current use
conditions were determined, and are presented, in the RI Report.
These pathways are:

Incidental ingestion of chemicals in surface soil by
trespassers on-site,

Dermal absorption of chemicals in surface soil by
trespassers on-site,

Inhalation of volatile organic chemicals emitted from
the landfill by trespassers on-site,

Inhalation of volatile organic chemicals emitted from
the landfill by nearby residents,

Incidental ingestion of chemicals in intermittent
stream A and Great Miami River sediment by nearby
residents,



Dermal absorption of chemicals in intermittent stream A
and Great Miami River sediment by nearby residents,

Incidental ingestion of chemicals in intermittent
stream A and Great Miami River (backwater area) surface
water by nearby residents,

Dermal absorption of chemicals in intermittent stream A
and Great Miami River (backwater area) surface water by
nearby residents,

Ingestion of fish from the Great Miami River (backwater
area) by nearby residents,

Ingestion of ground water by nearby residents,

Inhalation of volatile organic chemicals by nearby
residents while showering, and

Dermal absorption of chemicals in ground water while
showering by nearby residents.

Six complete exposure pathways were selected for detailed
evaluation under potential future residential land-use
conditions. Future residential land-use conditions were
determined, and are presented, in the RI Report. These pathways
are:

Incidental ingestion of surface soils by a hypothetical
on-site resident,

Dermal absorption of chemicals in surface soils by a
hypothetical on-site resident,

Inhalation of volatile organic chemicals emitted from
the landfill by a hypothetical on-site resident,

Ingestion of ground water by a hypothetical on-site
resident,

Inhalation of volatile organic chemicals by a
hypothetical on-site resident while showering, and

Dermal absorption of chemicals in ground water while
showering by a hypothetical on-site resident.

Representative exposure point concentrations were developed for
the CPCs and each media based on RI data. The chronic daily
intake (CDI) of each chemical was estimated to assess exposure

agsociated with the selected pathways. (See RI Report, section
6.4, for tables identifying the exposure point concentrations and
resulting CDI for each CPC.) The exposures are quantified by
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estimating the reasonable maximum expcosure (RME) associated with
pathways of concern. RME is a conservative estimate of potential
risk.

2. Toxicity Assessment

Toxicity information was compiled for each chemical of potential
concern. Individual chemicals were separated into two categories
of chemical toxicity based on whether they exhibited principally
noncarcinogenic or carcinogenic effects. Next, the health
effects of both categories of chemicals were evaluated. Table 16
presents oral health effects criteria for the chemicals of
potential concern. Table 17 presents inhalation health effects
criteria for the chemicals of potential concern.

3. Risk Characterization

Potential human health risks for carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic
chemicals of potential concern were calculated for each pathway
identified under current use and future residential land-use
exposures. (See RI Report, section 6.5, for tables identifying
chemical-specific carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks for
current use and future residential land-use exposure pathways.)

The Risk Assessment estimates the excess risk, posed by the Site,
of getting cancer, over and above the average risk. Cancer risks
from various exposure pathways are assumed to be additive.

Excess lifetime cancer risks less than 1x10°® (one-in-one
million) are considered acceptable by U.S. EPA. Excess lifetime
cancer risks between 1x10°* (one-in-ten thousand) to 1x10°°
require U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA (the Agencies) to decide if
remediation is necessary to reduce risks and to what levels
cleanup will occur. Excess lifetime cancer risks greater that
1x10™* generally require remediation.

For noncarcinogens, potential risks are expressed as a hazard
index. A hazard index represents the sum of all ratios of the
level of exposure of the contaminants found at the Site to that
of contaminants' various reference doses. In general, hazard
indices which are less than one are not likely to be associated
with any health risks.

Ground water chemical concentrations found in monitoring wells
adjacent to the landfill and in the Eldorado Plat area were
compared to U.S. EPA drinking water standards (maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs)). Three of the 19 chemicals of concern
in meonitoring wells adjacent to the landfill were detected at
concentrations which exceed MCLs. One of the five chemicals of
potential concern in the Eldorado Plat monitoring wells exceeded
MCLs. See Table 18 for results.
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Although RI data does not support a connection between ground
water contamination located on the Site and the ground water
contamination found in Needmore Road area, U.S. EPA requested
risk calculations be performed on ground water data from the
Needmore Road area. These risk calculations are included in the
RI Report, and will no longer be discussed in this section.

Under current use conditions the excess lifetime cancer risks
were within a 10°% to 10°* cancer risk range for the following
pathways (Table 19):

inhalation of landfill gas emissions by nearby
residents;

dermal absorption through contact with Great Miami
River surface water by nearby child/teenager residents;

dermal absorption through contact with Great Miami
River surface water by nearby adult residents;

dermal absorption through contact with Stream A surface
water by a nearby adult resident;

inhalation of volatiles from showering with ground
water in the Eldorado Plat area (based on monitoring
well data);

ingestion of ground water in the Eldorado Plat area
(based on monitoring well data);

Under current use conditions, the excess lifetime cancer risks
exceeded 10°%* for the following current use pathways:

ingestion of fish caught from the backwater area of the
Great Miami River;

Under current use conditions, the hazard index value was greater
than one for the following current use pathways:

ingestion of fish caught from the backwater area of the
Great Miami River;

The current use risks shown in Table 19 have also been summarized
across pathways for several potential receptor populations. For
the combination of pathways shown in Table 19, the excess
lifetime cancer risks exceeded a cancer risk level of 10°* and
the hazard index value of one for residents who live in the
Eldorado Plat area. This receptor population S increased
carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk is based on the regular
ingestion of fish caught from the backwater area of the Great
Miami River.
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Under future residential land-use conditions the excess lifetime
cancer risks were within a 10°% to 10°* cancer risk range for the
following future residential land-use pathways (Table 20):

Incidental ingestion cf on-site surface soil;

dermal adsorption while showering with on-site ground
water (based on leachate data);

inhalation of landfill gas emissions; and

ingestion of on-site ground water (based on leachate
data) .

Under future residential land-use conditions, the excess lifetime
cancer risks did not exceed a 10°* cancer risk level for any
future residential land-use pathways.

Under future residential land-use conditions, the hazard index
value was greater than one for the following future residential
land-use pathway:

ingestion of on-site ground water (based on leachate
data)

The future residential land-use risks shown in Table 20 have also
been summarized across pathways for the hypothetical on-site
resident. For this Potential receptor, the excess lifetime
cancer risks was 10 % and the hazard index value was greater than
one.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

B. ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT

An ecological assessment was conducted to evaluate the potential
risks to non-human receptors associated with the Site. Potential
receptors and exposure pathways were evaluated, including the
presence of endangered or threatened species in the area. A
site survey was conducted during the RI to identify terrestrial
and aquatic receptors. The following indicator species and
exposure pathways were selected for detailed evaluation: plants
exposed to surface soil, soil organisms (earthworms were used as
indicator species), and aquatic organisms (fish and aquatic
invertebrates) in surface water and sediment of the Great Miami
River and intermittent Stream A. Based on available toxicity
information [for four inorganic chemicals for plants based on
Kebata-Pendias and Pendias (1984) and Adriano (1986) and one
inorganic and one organic chemical for earthworms based on
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Malecki et al. (1982) and van Rhee (1977)]. adverse effects to
plants and earthworms from exposure to soil are unlikely to
occur. Ambient water quality criteria was equalled or exceeded
for modeled concentrations of PCBs and DDT in the backwater area
0f the Great Miami River. Ambient water quality criteria was
equalled or exceeded for measured concentrations of mercury in
intermittent Stream A. Adverse impacts to most species of fish
and aquatic invertebrates are, however, not expected to occur.

The Ohio Department of Natural Resources had no records of rare
or endangered species in the area of the Site. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service did not have endangered species information
specific to the area where the Site is located; however, the
Indiana Bat is an endangered species that occurs in numerous
counties in Ohio, including Montgomery County, and may be present
at the Site.

C. RISK-BASED CLEANUP LEVELS

Based on the above information, risk-based cleanup levels were
developed and are listed on Table 21. These cleanup levels were
calculated for each individual compound based on a 10°* risk and
a 10°® rigk. Risk-based cleanup levels were calculated using
U.S. EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Part B, dated
December 159S51.

Frnal cleanup levels for individual contaminants in all media
will be chemical-specific ARARS (see Section X.B.1l). If multiple
contaminants are present in a media, and cleanup of individual
contaminants to ARARS result in a cumulative risk in excess of
10°% across a media, cleanup levels of contaminants will be risk-
based and cumulative across a media to 1x10°* or less (Table 21).
If chemical-specific ARARsS do not exist for contaminants, cleanup
levels of contaminants will be risk-based and cumulative across a
media to 1x10°* or less (Table 21).

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to human health and the environment.

VII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

A feasibility study was conducted to develop and evaluate
remedial alternatives for the Powell Road Landfill. Remedial
alternatives were assembled from applicable remedial technology
process options and were initially evaluated for effectiveness,
implementability and cost. The alternatives meeting these
criteria were then evaluated and compared to the nine criteria
required by the NCP (See Section VIII.). Treatability studies
were not performed during the RI or the FS, and are not
anticipated to be a necessary part of implementation of any of
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the alternatives for this Site. 1In addition to the remedial
alternatives, the NCP requires that a no-action alternative be
considered at every Site. The no-action alternative serves
primarily as a point of comparison for other alternatives.

Alternative 1
Description: No Action

Estimated Capital Cost: $0
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $0
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $0
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: None

This alternative does not take any action to remediate the Site
and does not consist of any treatment components, engineering
controls, monitoring, or institutional controls.

Alternative 2

Description: Institutional controls, improved landfill cap with
liner, consolidation of contaminated soils under landfill cap,
ground water monitoring, flood protection, storm water controls,
active gas collection with flare.

The treatment component of this alternative is landfill gas
treatment. Landfill gas will be actively collected by gas
extraction wells installed in the landfill and treated thermally
on-site via a flare. The estimated volume of landfill gases to
be treated is 850 cubic feet/minute (cfm).

The containment component is capping the landfill with an
improved landfill cap with liner in accordance with Ohio EPA
Solid Waste Management Regulations (OAC-3745-27-11(G)). The
landfill cap will prevent migration of contaminated soils into
surface water, reduce infiltration of precipitation into the
landfill thereby reducing generation of leachate and also
reducing the percolation of leachate from the landfill into
ground water.

Ground water contamination and leachate are not addressed in this
alternative.

The preliminary screening of alternatives indicated that
Alternative 2 does not provide overall protection of human health
and the environment, therefore, Alternative 2 was screened out of
the detailed analysis of alternatives (see Feasibility Study for
details). Costs were not developed for Alternative 2.
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Common Components
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, described below, include the

following common components:

1. Institutional Controls

Institutional controls include fencing, deed restrictions, and
warning signs. Site access will be controlled by an 8-foot
chain-link fence topped with barbed wire. Warning signs will be
posted to discourage unauthorized entry onto the Site. Deed
restrictions will prohibit disturbance of the Site and preclude
future development of the Site.

2. Flood Protection

Erosion control measures will be implemented during and after
construction to ensure the reduction of flood water velocity
during future flooding.

3. Storm Water Controls
Storm water control measures will be implemented and may consist
of runoff control berms and rip-rap-lined discharge ditches.

4. Improved Landfill Cap with Liner

An improved landfill cap with liner will be constructed over the
landfill ‘n accordance with the Ohio EPA's Solid Waste Management
Regulati. 3. The landfill consists of approximately 2.6 million
cubic yarcs of material. The landfill cap will prevent migration
of contaminated socils into surface water, reduce infiltration of
precipitation into the landfill thereby reducing generation of
leachate and also reducing the percolation of leachate from the
landfill into ground water.

5. Ground Water Monitoring

A ground water monitoring network will be established on the Site
(around the landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat
area)). Existing monitoring wells, new monitoring wells, and
select residential wells may be used to monitor upgradient and
downgradient ground water conditions. Ground water monitoring
will serve two purposes: 1) evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks in
ground water (shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landfill and the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area)); and, 2) monitor for changes in ground water flow and
potential migration of contaminated ground water from the Site.
The specifics of the ground water monitoring system, including
frequency and duration, will be determined during the remedial
design.

6. Consolidation of Contaminated Soils Under Landfill Cap
Approximately 600 cubic yards of soil contaminated with DDT
and/or PCBs will be excavated and consolidated on the top of the
l1andfill and then covered by the landfill cap. The areas
currently identified for excavation and consolidation are within
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approximately 400 feet of the landfill (see Figure 9). The
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) land disposal
restrictions (LDRs) are not an ARAR for excavation of soils
around the landfill and consclidation of the soils under the
landfill cap because the scils being removed are from one "area
of contamination (AOC)". This AOC consists of the landfill,
surrounding contaminated soils, leachate and contaminated ground
water. Movement of waste within the AOC does not constitute
placement.

7. Active Gas Collection and Treatment with Flare

An estimated 850 cubic feet per minute of landfill gases will be
actively collected with gas extraction wells and thermally
treated on-site via a flare. The system will be designed to
comply with the Clean Air Act, Section 101 and 40 CFR 52.

8. Leachate Extraction

Leachate will be extracted from the landfill at a rate sufficient
to create a slight influx of ground water into the landfill and
prevent migration of leachate out of the landfill. A series of
vertical extraction wells will be installed in the landfill and
screened in the permeable water-bearing zones. Leachate will be
collected by a system of piping buried under the landfill cap and
will be temporarily stored in a holding tank prior to treatment.
The leachate extraction system may remove up to 50,000 gallons
per day (gpd) of leachate from the landfill.

5. Leachate Treatment

The leachate treatment system will be designed to remove volatile
organic compounds, semivolatile organic compounds, and metals.
The leachate treatment system may consist of a system of
bioclogical bulk organic removal and metals removal, with
remaining volatile and semi-volatile organic removal by air
stripping and activated carbon treatment, respectively. Details
of the leachate treatment system will be identified during the
remedial design. Leachate will be treated to levels which will
allow discharge of effluent to the river under the NPDES permit
requirements (see discussion below). The leachate treatment
system could remove an estimated 1,100 lbs. total of VOCs from
the leachate.

10. Discharge

Treated leachate effluent will be discharged to the Great Miami
River. Discharge will comply with all Federal and State of Ohio
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements (40 CFR 122.44, Clean Water Act Section 208, 40 CFR
125, 40 CFR 136, Ohio Revised Code). NPDES requires compliance
with state and federal water quality standards, whichever is more
stringent, and regulates discharge into surface water.
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Alternative 3

Description: Institutional controls, improved landfill cap with
liner, consolidation of contaminated soils under landfill cap,
ground water monitoring, flood protection, storm water controls,
active gas collection with flare, leachate extraction, on-site
leachate treatment, discharge to river.

Estimated Capital Cost: $11,463,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 398,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $16,820,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years

This alternative consists of all the common elements described
above and addresses landfill gas, contaminated soils, and
leachate. Existing ground water contamination will not be
actively remediated. Ground water monitoring will evaluate the
effectiveness of the treatment/containment components of the
remedy to reduce risks in ground water.

Final cleanup levels for individual contaminants in each media,
ground water, leachate, and air, will be chemical-specific ARARs
(see Section X.B.1.). If multiple contaminants are present in a
media, and cleanup of individual contamlnanrs to ARARS result in
a cumulative risk in excess of 10°%* across a media, cleanup
levels of contamlnancs will be risk-based and cumulative across a
media to 1x10°* or less (Table 21). If chemical-specific ARARs
do not exist for contaminants, cleanup levels of contamlnants
will be risk-based and cumulative across a media to 1x10™% or
less (Table 21). The point of compliance for ground water
cleanup levels will be at the boundary of the landfill. Ground
water cleanup levels shall be achieved at and beyond the landfill
boundary. The point of compliance for cleanup levels of landfill
gas emissions shall be the fence surrounding the landfill.

Treatment components include landfill gas treatment via flare and
leachate treatment. Landfill gases will be actively collected
with gas extraction wells and thermally treated on-site via a
flare. Leachate will be extracted from the landfill at a rate
sufficient to create a slight influx of ground water into the
landfill and prevent migration of leachate out of the landfill.
A series of vertical extraction wells will be installed in the
landfill and screened in the permeable water-bearing zones.
Leachate will be collected by a system of piping buried under the
landfill cap and will be temporarily stored in a holding tank
prior to treatment.

The containment components are consolidation of contaminated
soils on top of the landfill, and an improved landfill cap with
liner. Contaminated soils w1ll be excavated and consolidated on
top of the landfill followed by construction of an improved
landfill cap with liner. The landfill cap will comply with Ohio
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EPA's Solid Waste Management Regulations.

Alternative 4

Description: Institutional controls, improved landfill cap with
liner, consolidation of contaminated soils under landfill cap,
ground water monitoring, flood protection, storm water controls,
active gas collection with flare, leachate extraction, on-site
leachate treatment, extraction of ground water from the shallow
aquifer adjacent to the landfill, on-site ground water treatment,
discharge to river.

Estimated Capital Cost: $12,911,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 544,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $20,510,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years

This alternative consists of all the components of Alternative 3
with the addition of ground water extraction from the shallow
aquifer adjacent to the landfill, on-site ground water treatment,
and discharge of treated effluent to the river. This alternative
addresses landfill gas, contaminated soils, leachate and
contaminated ground water in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill. Existing ground water contamination in the primary
aquifer, adjacent to the landfill and south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area), will not be actively remediated. Ground
water monitoring will evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks
posed by existing ground water contamination. :

Final cleanup levels for individual contaminants in each media
are the same as discussed in Altermative 3.

Treatment components include landfill gas treatment via flare and
leachate treatment, as discussed in Alternative 3 above, and
ground water extraction from the shallow aquifer and ground water
treatment on-site. An estimated 400,000 gallons of ground water
will be pumped per day from extraction wells in the shallow
aquifer adjacent to the landfill, treated on-site, and effluent
discharged to the river (in compliance with all NPDES
requirements) .

The containment components are consolidation of contaminated

soils on top of the landfill, and an improved landfill cap with
liner, as discussed above in Alternative 3.
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Alternative 5

Description: Institutional controls, improved landfill cap with
liner, treatment of contaminated soils, consolidation of treated
soils under landfill cap, ground water monitoring, flood
protection, storm water controls, active gas collection with
flare, leachate extraction, on-site leachate treatment,
extraction of ground water from the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill, on-site ground water treatment,
discharge to river.

Estimated Capital Cost: $13,884,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 618,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $22,620,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years

This alternative consists of all the components of Alternative 4
with the addition of ground water extraction from the primary
aquifer adjacent to the landfill and treatment of contaminated
soils prior to placement under the landfill cap. This
alternative addresses landfill gas, contaminated soils, leachate,
and contaminated ground water in the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill. Existing ground water contamination in
the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), will
not be actively remediated. Ground water monitoring will
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment/containment
components of the remedy to reduce risks in ground water.

Final cleanup levels for individual contaminants in each media
are the same as discussed in Alternative 3.

Treatment components include landfill gas treatment via flare,
leachate treatment, and ground water treatment, as discussed
above in Alternative 4, and treatment of contaminated soils prior
to consolidation under the landfill cap. An estimated 600 cubic
yards of contaminated soils will be treated to dewater, stabilize
and solidify the contaminated soils prior to placement under the
landfill cap. This alternative also includes the extraction of
ground water from the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill.
An estimated 900,000 gallons of ground water will be pumped per
day from extraction wells in the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill, treated on-site and effluent discharged
to the river (in compliance with all NPDES requirements).

The containment components are consolidation of treated soils on

top of the landfill, and an improved landfill cap with liner as
discussed above in Alternative 3.
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Alternative 6

Description: Institutional controls, improved landfill cap with
liner, treatment of contaminated soils, consolidation of treated
soils under landfill cap, ground water monitoring, flood
protection, storm water controls, active gas collection with
flare, leachate extraction, on-site leachate treatment, ground
water extraction from the primary aquifer south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area), on-site ground water treatment, discharge
to river.

Estimated Capital Cost: $12,600,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 515,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $19,810,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 8 years

This alternative consists of all the components of Alternative 3
with the addition of ground water extraction from the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), on-site ground
water treatment, discharge of treated effluent to the river, and
treatment of contaminated soils prior to consolidation under the
landfill cap. This alternative addresses landfill gas,
contaminated soils, leachate and contaminated ground water south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Existing ground water
contamination in the shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landfill will not be actively remediated. Ground water
monitoring will evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks in
ground water.

Final cleanup levels for individual contaminants in each media
are the same as discussed in Alternative 3.

Treatment components include landfill gas treatment via flare,
leachate treatment, ground water treatment, and treatment of
contaminated soils prior to consolidation under the landfill cap
as discussed above in Alternative 5. The ground water treatment
component of this alternative includes the extraction of ground
water from the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat
area). An estimated 250,000 gallons of ground water will be
pumped per day from extraction wells in the primary aquifer south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area), treated on-site and effluent
discharged to the river (in compliance with all NPDES
requirements). Ground water extracted from the primary aquifer
south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) will be piped across the
river for on-site treatment.

The containment components are consolidation of treated soils on

top of the landfill, and an improved landfill cap with liner as
discussed above in Alternative 3.
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Alternative 7

Description: Institutional controls, improved landfill cap with
liner, treatment of contaminated soils, consolidation of treated
soils under landfill cap, ground water monitoring, flood
protection, storm water controls, active gas collection with
flare, leachate extraction, on-site leachate treatment,
extraction of ground water from the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill and from the primary aquifer south of
the river (Eldorado Plat area), on-site grcund water treatment,
discharge to river.

Estimated Capital Cost: $14,341,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 617,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $23,060,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 8 years

This alternative consists of all the components of Alternative 5§
with the addition of ground water extraction from the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). This
alternative addresses landfill gas, contaminated socils, leachate,
contaminated ground water in the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill, and contaminated ground water in the
primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Ground
water monitoring will evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks in
ground water.

Final cleanup levels for individual contaminants in each media
are the same as discussed in Alternative 3.

Treatment components include landfill gas treatment via flare,
leachate treatment, ground water treatment, and treatment of
contaminated soils prior to consolidation under the landfill cap
as discussed above in Alternmative 5. This alternative includes
the extraction of ground water from the primary aquifer south of
the river (Eldorado Plat area). Ground water treatment for this
alternative includes extraction of an estimated 1,150,000 gallons
of ground water per day from extraction wells in the shallow and
primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill, and extraction wells
in the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area),
on-site treatment and discharge of effluent to the river (in
compliance with all NPDES requirements). Ground water extracted
from the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)
will be piped across the river for on-site treatment.

The containment components are consolidation of treated soils on

top of the landfill, and an improved landfill cap with liner as
discussed above in Alternative 3.
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VIII. SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTEBRNATIVES

The remedial alternatives developed in the FS were evaluated on
the basis of the nine evaluation criteria listed below. The
advantages and disadvantages of each alternative were then
compared to determine which alternative provides the best balance
among these nine criteria. The nine evaluation criteria are set
forth in the National Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part
300.430.

THRESHOLD CRITERIA:
1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses
whether a remedial action provides adequate protection of human
health and the environment and describes how risks posed through
each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled
through treatment, engineering controls, or institutional
controls.

Alternative 1 does not meet this criteria because it does not
take any action to protect human health and the environment and
does not eliminate, reduce or control risks.

Alternative 2 does not eliminate, reduce or control risks
associated with ground water contamination and leachate migration
into ground water. Alternative 2 was determined not to be
protective of human health and the environment and was screened
cut from the detailed analysis of alternatives. Alternmative 2
will no longer be discussed in this document.

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 utilize institutional controls to
reduce risks posed to trespassers by fencing the Site and posting
warning signs, and reduce the risks posed to potential future
users of the Site by imposing deed restrictions on the landfill
property.

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 utilize numerous source controls:
landfill cap; landfill gas collection and treatment; leachate
collection and treatment; and consolidation of soils under
landfill cap. The risks posed by inhalation of landfill gases
are reduced by collecting and treating landfill gases. The risks
posed by contaminated ground water will be reduced by extracting
and treating leachate from the landfill, the source of ground
water contamination. The landfill cap will reduce ground water
risks by reducing infiltration of precipitation into the
landfill, thereby reducing generation of leachate, and also
reducing the percolation of leachate from the landfill into
ground water. The risks posed by ingestion of fish are based on
the potential migration of contaminated soils into surface water
and sediment. These risks will be controlled and reduced by
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excavating and consolidating contaminated soils under the
landfill cap. Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 also provide additional
reduction of these risks by treating contaminated scils on-site
to dewater, stabilize and solidify the soils prior to
consolidation under the landfill cap.

Alcternative 3 does not utilize treatment to actively reduce risks
associated with existing ground water contamination. Several
components of this alternative, however, will interact to address
and decrease ground water contamination and achieve cleanup
levels. The landfill cap will reduc: infiltration of
precipitation into the landfill, thereby reducing generation of
leachate, and also reducing the percolation of leachate from the
~andfill into ground water. Leachate in the landfill and ground
wazer in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill are the
primary sources of ground water contamination identified in the
primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area). Extraction and treatment of leachate from
the landfill will address one of the primary sources of ground
water contamination and risks associated with ground water
contamination. Once the landfill cap is constructed and the
landfill gas and leachate extraction/treatment systems are
operational, a minimum of 6 years will be required to decrease
ground water contamination and achieve ground water cleanup
levels in the shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landfill and the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area). Ground water monitoring will serve two purposes: 1)
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment/containment
components of the remedy to reduce risks in ground water (shallow
and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)); and, 2) monitor
for changes in ground water flow and potential migration of
contaminated ground water from the Site.

Alternatives 4, 5, 6 and 7 utilize ground water treatment
technologies to further reduce risks posed by existing ground
water contamination.

Alternative 4 reduces risks associated with ground water
contamination by extracting and treating ground water from the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill. Existing ground water
contamination in the primary aquifer, adjacent to the landfill
and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), will not be actively
remediated. Several components of this alternative, however,
will interact to address and decrease ground water contamination
and achieve cleanup levels. The landfill cap will reduce
infiltration of precipitation into the landfill, thereby reducing
generation of leachate, and also reducing the percolation of
leachate from the landfill into ground water. Leachate and
ground water in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill are
the primary sources of ground water contamination identified in
the primary aquifer, adjacent to the landfill and south of the
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river (Eldorado Plat area). Extraction and treatment of leachate
from the landfill and ground water from the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill will address the primary sources of
ground water contamination and risks posed by ground water
contamination in the shallow aquifer (adjacent to the landfill).
Once the landfill cap is constructed and the landfill gas,
leachate, and ground water extraction/treatment systems are
operational, a minimum of 6 years will be required to decrease
ground water contamination and achieve ground water cleanup
levels in the shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landZill and the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area). Ground water monitoring will serve two purposes: 1)
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment/containment
components of the remedy to reduce risks in ground water (shallow
and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)); and, 2) monitor
for changes in ground water flow and potential migration of
contaminated ground water from the Site.

Alternative 5 reduces risks associated with ground water
contamination by extracting and treating ground water in the
shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill. Existing
ground water contamination in the primary aquifer south of the
river (Eldorado Plat area) will not be actively remediated.
Several components of this alternative, however, will interact to
address and decrease ground water contamination and achieve
cleanup levels. The landfill cap will reduce infiltration of
precipitation into the landfill, thereby reducing generation of
leachate, and also reducing the percolation of leachate from the
landfill into ground water. Leachate and ground water in the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill are the primary sources
of ground water contamination identified in the primary aquifer,
adjacent to the landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat
area). Extraction and treatment of leachate from the landfill
and ground water from the shallow and primary aquifers adjacent
to the landfill will address the primary sources of ground water
contamination and risks posed by ground water contamination in
the shallow aquifer (adjacent to the landfill). Once the
landfill cap is constructed and the landfill gas, leachate, and
ground water extraction/treatment systems are operational, a
minimum of 6 years will be required to decrease ground water
contamination and achieve ground water cleanup levels in the
shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the
primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Ground
water monitoring will serve two purposes: 1) evaluate the
effectiveness of the treatment/containment components of the
remedy to reduce risks in ground water (shallow and primary
aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary aquifer south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area)); and, 2) monitor for changes
in ground water flow and potential migration of contaminated
ground water from the Site.
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Alternative 6 reduces risks associated with ground water
contamination by extracting ground water from the primary aquifer
south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) and treating ground water
on-site. Existing ground water contamination adjacent to the
landfill, in the shallow and primary aquifers, will not be
actively remediated. Several components of this alternative,
however, will interact to address and decrease ground water
contamination and achieve cleanup levels. The landfill cap will
reduce infiltration of precipitation into the landfill, thereby
reducing generation of leachate, and also reducing the
percolation of leachate from the landfill into ground water.
Leachate and ground water in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill are the primary sources of ground water contamination
identified in the primary aquifer, adjacent to the landfill and
south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Extraction and
treatment of leachate from the landfill will address the one of
the primary sources of ground water contamination and risks posed
by ground water contamination in the shallow aquifer (adjacent to
the landfill). Once the landfill cap is constructed and the
landfill gas, leachate, and ground water extraction/treatment
systems are operational, a minimum of 8 years will be required to
decrease ground water contamination and achieve ground water
cleanup levels in the shallow and primary aguifers adjacent to
the landfill and in the primary aquifer south of the river
{Eldorado Plat area). Ground water monitoring will serve two
purposes: 1) evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks in
ground water (shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landfill and the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area)); and, 2) monitor for changes in ground water flow and
potential migration of contaminated ground water from the Site.

Al-ernative 7 reduces risks associated with ground water
contamination by extracting ground water, ia the shallow and
primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary aquifer
south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), and treating ground
wazer on-site. Leachate and ground water in the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill are the primary sources of ground water
contamination identified in the primary aquifer, adjacent to the
tandfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Extraction
and treatment of leachate from the landfill and ground water from
the shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the
primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) will
address the primary sources of ground water contamination and
risks posed by ground water contamination in the shallow aquifer
(adjacent to the landfill). Once the landfill cap is constructed
and the landfill gas, leachate, and ground water
extraction/treatment systems are operational, a minimum of 8
vears will be required to decrease ground water contamination and
acnieve ground water cleanup levels in the shallow and primary
agqiifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary aquifer south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Ground water monitoring will
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gserve two purposes: 1) evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks in
ground water (shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landfill and the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area)); and, 2) monitor for changes in ground water flow and
potential migration of contaminated ground water from the Site.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS)

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards of control,
and other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under Federal or State environmental or facility
siting law that specifically address a hazardous substance,
pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other
circumstance at a CERCLA site. Relevant and appropriate
requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control,
and other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under Federal or State environmental siting law that,
while not "applicable"™ to a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at
a CERCLA site, address problems or situations sufficiently
similar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is
well suited to this particular Site.

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedial action will
meet all requirements of federal and state environmental laws and
regulations and/or provide a basis for'a waiver from any of these
laws. Federal and State ARARs are divided into three
categories: chemical-specific, action-specific, and location-
specific.

Chemical-Specific ARARS

Federal: Table 22 identifies the federal chemical-specific
ARARS. The ground water cleanup levels for Alternatives 3, 4, 5,
6, and 7 will comply with the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)
(Note: only non-zero SDWA levels are potential ARARs) and RCRA
ground water ARARS by treating leachate and/or ground water
treatment. Ground water monitoring will continue until
contamination decreases and cleanup levels are achieved.
Alternative 3 will rely on treatment/containment components of
the remedy to decrease ground water contamination and achieve
cleanup levels in ground water adjacent to the landfill (shallow
and primary aquifers) and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)
(primary aquifer). Alternative 4 will treat ground water
extracted from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill and
rely on treatment/containment components of the remedy to
decrease ground water contamination and achieve cleanup levels in
ground water in the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and
the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area).
Alternative 5 will treat ground water extracted from the shallow
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and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and rely con
treatment/containment components of the remedy to decrease ground
water contamination and achieve cleanup levels in the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Alternative 6
will treat ground water extracted from the primary aquifer south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area) and rely on
treatment/containment components of the remedy to decrease ground
water contamination and achieve cleanup levels in the shallow and
primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill. Alternative 7 will
treat ground water extracted from the shallow and primary
aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary aquifer south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area) to achieve ground water cleanup
levels.

State of Ohio: Table 23 identifies the State of Ohio chemical-
specific ARARs. Surface water standards will be met by
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 by consolidation of contaminated
soils under the landfill cap (Alternatives 3 and 4) or treatment
and consolidation of contaminated soils under the landfill cap
(Alternatives 5, 6, and 7), thereby reducing the potential of
migration of contaminated soils into surface water.

Location-Specific ARARSs

Table 24 identifies the State of Ohio location-specific ARARs.
Federal location-specific ARARS are discussed in Section X. All
alternatives, except Alternative 1, will meet location-specific
ARARS. Location-specific ARARsS include RCRA requirements for a
site in a 100-year floodplain, minimizing adverse impacts on a
wetland, and minimizing potential harm to and restoration of the
floodplain.

Action-Specific ARARS

Federal action-specific ARARS are discussed in Section X. State
of OChio action-specific ARARs are identified on Table 25. All
the Alternatives will comply with the Federal and State of Ohio
(Ohioc Revised Code (ORC) and Ohio Administrative Code (OAC))
action-specific ARARs. These ARARS include: Clean Water Act,
OAC, and ORC requirements for discharge of effluent to a river;
Clean Air Act, OAC, and ORC requirements for excavation of soils
on-site and gas collection and treatment; ORC and OAC
requirements for leachate removal and treatment; and ORC and OAC
requirements for ground water monitoring.
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PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA:
3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected
residual risk and the ability of a remedial action to maintain
reliable protection of human health and the environment over
time, once cleanup levels have been met.

Alternative 1 does not reduce risks and will not provide long-
term effectiveness or permanence.

Alternatives 3, 4, S5, 6, and 7 provide long-term effectiveness
and permanence by utilizing source controls (landfill cap,
consolidation of soils under landfill cap, landfill gas
collection and treatment, leachate extraction and treatment)
which will result in a minimal residual risk. The landfill cap
is considered to be an effective long-term technology to reduce
migration from the landfill, however long-term maintenance will
be required. Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 provide a more permanent
soils remedial action by treating soils prior to placement under
the landfill cap.

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 rely, to a certain degree, on
treatment/containment components of the alternatives to decrease
ground water contamination and achieve cleanup levels in ground
water. Long term ground water monitoring will be required for
alternatives 3, 4, 5, and 6 to: 1) evaluate the effectiveness of
the treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce
risks in ground water (shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to
the landfill and the primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area)); and, 2) monitor for changes in ground water flow and
potential migration of contaminated ground water from the Site.
Long-term ground water monitoring will be required for
alternative 7 to monitor for changes in ground water flow and
potential migration of contaminated ground water from the Site.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment
refers to an assessment of the degree to which a remedial action
utilizes treatment to address the principal threats to human
health and the environment at the Site. Details of the treatment
systems will be identified during the remedial design.

Alternative 1 provides no treatment and therefore no reduction in
contaminant toxicity, mobility, or volume (TMV).

Landfill Gases
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 reduce toxicity, mobility, and

volume of contamination in landfill gases through treatment.
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Leachate

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 reduce toxicity, mobility, and
volume of leachate contamination through treatment.

Soils
Alternatives 5, 6 and 7 reduce mobility, but not toxicity or
volume, of soil contaminants through treatment prior to

consolidation.

Ground Water

Alternative 3 does not utilize treatment to reduce TMV of ground
water contamination. Alternatives 4, 5, 6, and 7 reduce TMV of
ground water contamination through treatment, but each
alternative treats different areas of ground water contamination
(shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and
primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)).
Alternative 4 utilizes treatment to reduce T™V of ground water
contamination in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill.
Alternative S5 utilizes treatment to reduce TV of ground water
contamination in the shallow and primary aquifers adjacent to the
landfill. Both Alternatives 4 and 5 will reduce TMV of ground
water contamination in the primary aquifer south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area). Alternative 6 utilizes treatment to reduce
TMV of ground water contamination in the primary aquifer south of
the river (Eldorado Plat area). Alternative 7 utilizes treatment
to reduce TMV of ground water in the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill and the primary aquifer south of the
river (Eldorado Plat area).

5. Short-Term Effectiveness

Addresses the potential adverse effects that implementation of a
remedial action may have on human health and the environment,
i.e., effects to the community, workers and environment during
construction and before cleanup levels are achieved. Time until
protection is achieved is also evaluated.

Alternative 1 (the No Action Altermative) poses no potential
adverse short-term effects to on-site workers. Alternatives 3,
4, 5, 6, and 7 may pose risks to workers installing landfill gas
extraction wells and flares, workers excavating and consolidating
contaminated soils, and workers installing the landfill cap.
These risks will be negligible once gas extraction wells are
installed and operating, contaminated soils are excavated and
consolidated, and the cap is installed. Risks may be posed to
workers involved with installing institutional controls, flood
protection, and storm water controls. Workers involved with
routine ground water monitoring may be exposed to contaminated
ground water until cleanup levels are reached. Alternatives 5, 6
and 7 may pose risks to workers treating contaminated soils prior
to their placement under the landfill cap. Altermatives 3, 4, 5,
6, and 7 may pose risks to workers through direct contact with
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leachate/ground water while installing leachate extraction wells,
ground water extraction wells, and leachate and ground water
treatment systems.

These potential adverse effects will be controlled by
implementation of engineering controls, through the use of
personal protective equipment, and by the implementation of a
health and safety plan during construction.

Installation of the landfill gas wells may pose risks to the
community. Risks will be minimized by installing the wells
during suitable weather conditions.

Alternatives 6 and 7 may pose short-term risks to the residents
of Eldorado Plat due to dust and noise generated during drilling
and pipeline construction of the off-site ground water extraction
well system.

Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative, has no timeframe to
achieve protection. Alternatives 3, 4 and S should attain
cleanup levels in approximately 6 years. Alternatives 6 and 7
should attain cleanup levels in approximately 8 years.

6. Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative
feasibility of a remedial action, including the availability of
services and materials.

All alternatives are expected to be technically feasible and
administratively implementable. Alternmatives S5, 6 and 7 are
implementable; however, the soil treatment component to be
implemented prior to consolidation under the landfill cap, common
to these alternatives, is more complex to administer.

The leachate extraction and treatment system component of
Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 is implementable. Alternatives 4,
S, 6 and 7 are more difficult to implement than Alternative 3 due
to the installation and operation of the on-site ground water
extraction and treatment system. Alternatives 6 and 7 are the
most complex alternatives due to the construction of a pipeline
crossing the river to transport ground water extracted from the
primary aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), north to
the on-site treatment system.

7. Cost
Cost includes estimated capital and operation and maintenance

costs for a remedial action, and also is expressed as net present
worth cost.
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Alternative 1
No Cost

Alternative 3

Estimated Capital Cost: $11,463,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 398,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $16,820,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years
Alternative 4
Estimated Capital Cost: $12,911,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 544,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $20,510,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years

Alternative 5

Estimated Capital Cost: $13,884,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: S 618,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $22,620,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years
Alternative €
Estimated Capital Cost: $12,600,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 519,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $19,810,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 8 years

Alternative 7

Estimated Capital Cost: $14,341,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 617,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $23,060,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 8 years

Alternative 1 does not entail any cost at the present time, but
may result in the need for costly remediation in the future.
Alternative 7 is estimated to be the most expensive alternative,
followed by (from most to least expensive) Alternatives 5, 4, 6,
and 3.
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MODIFYING CRITERIA:
8. State Acceptance

State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the
RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the State of Ohio concurs, opposes, or
has no comment on the selected remedial action.

The State of Chio concurs with the selected remedial action.
9. Community Acceptance

Community acceptance addresses the community's acceptance of the
preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan based on
comments received during the public comment period. The
Responsiveness Summary, attached to this ROD, contains
significant comments received during the public comment period
and the Agencies' response to those comments.

IX. SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION

The U.S. EPA has selected Alternative 4 for the final remediation
of the Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site.

Alternative 4 includes:

institutional controls

improved landfill cap with liner

excavation of contaminated soils

consoclidation of contaminated soils under landfill cap
ground water monitoring

flood protection

storm water controls

active landfill gas collection with flare

leachate extraction

on-site leachate treatment

extraction of ground water from the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill

on-site ground water treatment

discharge of treated ground water and leachate to river

Estimated Capital Cost: $12,911,000
Estimated Annual O&M Costs: $ 544,000
Estimated Present-Worth Costs: $20,510,000
Estimated Implementation Timeframe: 6 years

Contaminated soils will be consolidated on the landfill and a
landfill cap with liner will contain the landfill and
contaminated soils. The landfill cap will prevent migration of
contaminated soils into surface water, reduce infiltration of
precipitation into the landfill thereby reducing generation of
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leachate and also reducing the percolation of leachate from the
landfill into ground water. Leachate will be extracted from the
landfill and treated on-site. Ground water will be extracted
from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill and treated on-
size.

The selected remedy will address the two source areas for ground
water contamination at the Site; leachate in the landfill and
ground water in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill.

The geology of the Site indicates that contamination in the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill could migrate under the
Great Miami River and this aquifer is a possible source of
contamination identified in the primary aquifer adjacent to the
iandfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Adjacent
to the landfill, the shallow aquifer is separated from the
primary aquifer under the southern portion of the landfill and
under the river, therefore, leachate in the landfill and ground
water contamination in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill are the probable sources of ground water contamination
identified in the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and
south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). The selected remedy
will not actively remediate ground water contamination identified
in the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill or ground water
contamination identified south of the river (Eldorado Plat area).
By extracting and treating leachate from the landfill and ground
water from the shallow aquifer, the source of ground water
contamination identified in the primary aquifer (adjacent to the
landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) will be
reduce and ground water contamination is expected to decrease and
cleanup levels will be achieved. Ground water contamination
should decrease and achieve cleanup levels in an estimated 6
years.

Ground water monitoring is an essential part of this remedy. A
ground water monitoring network will be established on the Site
(around the landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat
area)). Ground water monitoring will serve two purposes: 1)
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment/containment
components of the remedy to reduce risks in ground water (shallow
and primary aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area); and, 2) monitor
for changes in ground water flow and potential migration of
contaminated ground water from the Site. If ground water
moniteoring identifies that ground water contamination is not
decreasing and cleanup levels are not being achieved, the remedy
will be reevaluated. The remedial design will develop the
specific details of the ground water monitoring network,
including the number and location of wells necessary to monitor
ground water. The specifics of the ground water monitoring
system, including frequency and duration, will be determined
during the remedial design.
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Off-site ground water contamination identified in the Needmore
Road area during the RI, could not be connected to contamination
found on the Site. However, if in the future a connection is
found which identifies PRL as the source of contamination in the
Needmore Road area, either a ROD amendment or an Explanation of
Significant Differences will be prepared, as appropriate.

The remedial design will identify the appropriate number and
location of wells to collect/extract landfill gas, leachate, and
ground water.

Cleanup levels to be achieved by the selected remedial action
will be chemical-specific ARARS (see Section X.B.1l.). If
multiple contaminants are present in the media (i.e. ground
water), and cleanup of individual contaminants to ARARsS result in
a cumulative risk in excess of 10 * across a media, cleanup
levels of contaminants will be risk-based and cumulative across a
media to 1x10 % or less (Table 21). If chemical-specific ARARs
do not exist for contaminants, cleanup levels of contaminants
will be risk-based and cumulative across a media to 1x10°* or
less {(Table 21). The point of compliance for ground water
cleanup levels will be the boundary of the landfill. Ground
water cleanup levels shall be achieved at and beyond the
landfill. The point of compliance for cleanup levels of landfill
gas emissions shall be the fence surrounding the landfill area.

The selected remedial action is expected to be the final response
for the Site. Because this remedial action will result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site, a review will be
conducted within five years after commencement of remedial action
to insure that the remedial action continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

X. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The U.S. EPA believes that Alternative 4 meets the threshold
criteria and provides the best protection with respect to the
criteria used to evaluate the alternatives (National Contingency
Plan 40 CFR Part 300.430(f) (5) (ii) (A-F).

A. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative 4 utilizes institutional controls to reduce risks
posed to trespassers by fencing the Site and posting warning
signs, and reduces the risks posed to potential future users of
the Site by imposing deed restrictions on the landfill property.

Numerous source controls are utilized by Alternative 4: landfill
cap; landfill gas collection and treatment; leachate extraction
and treatment; and excavation and consolidation of contaminated
soils under the landfill cap. The risks posed by inhalation of
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landfill gases are reduced by collecting and treating landfill
gases.

The interaction of several components of Alternative 4 will
decrease ground water contamination and achieve cleanup levels.
The landfill cap will reduce infiltration of precipitation into
the landfill, thereby reducing generation of leachate, and also
reducing the percolation of leachate from the landfill into
ground water. Extraction and treatment of leachate from the
landfill and ground water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to
the landfill will address the primary sources of ground water
contamination and risks posed by ground water contamination in
the shallow aquifer (adjacent to the landfill). Leachate and
ground water in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill are
the primary sources of ground water contamination identified in
the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and south of the
river (Eldorado Plat area). Once the landfill cap is constructed
and the landfill gas, leachate, and ground water
extraction/treatment systems are operational, a minimum of 6
years will be required to decrease ground water contamination and
achieve ground water cleanup levels in the shallow and primary
aquifers adjacent to the landfill and in the primary aquifer
south of the river (Eldorado Plat area).

The risks posed by ingestion of fish are based on the potential
migration of contaminated soils into surface water and sediment.
These risks will be controlled and reduced by excavating and
consolidating contaminated soils under the landfill cap.

Cleanup levels to be achieved by the selected remedial action
will be chemical-specific ARARs (Table 22). If multiple
contaminants are present in the media (i.e. ground water), and
cleanup of individual contamlnants to ARARS result in a
cumulative risk in excess of 10°* across a media, cleanup levels
of contamlnants will be risk-based and cumulative across a media
to 1x10°* or less (Table 21). If chemical- specific ARARS do not
exist for contaminants, cleanup levels of contamlnants will be
risk-based and cumulative across a media to 1x10°* or less (Table
21).

Potential adverse short-term risks posed to on-site workers will
be controlled by implementation of engineering controls. No
cross-media impacts will be caused by implementation of
Alternative 4.

B. Compliance with ARARS

Alternative 4 will meet or attain all applicable or relevant and
appropriate Federal or State requirements (ARARs) and will be
implemented in a manner consistent with those laws. It is
important to note that on-site actions are required to comply
with ARARs, but must comply only with the substantive parts of
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the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement. Off-sgite
actions must comply only with applicable requirements, but must
comply fully with both substantive and administrative
requirements. For example, at the Powell Road Landfill Site, the
discharge to the Great Miami River of extracted ground water and
extracted leachate which has been treated will be an off-site
discharge, and will therefore be subject to both the substantive
and administrative requirements of Federal and State law
promulgated pursuant to the Clean Water Act National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System. The chemical-specific, location-
specific and action-specific ARARS for the selected remedial
action for the PRL are identified below.

1. Chemical-Specific ARARS

Chemical specific ARARS regulate the release to the environment

of specific substances having certain chemical characteristics.

Chemical-specific ARARS typically determine the extent of clean-
up at a Site. For the PRL site, these are:

a. Federal Chemical-Specific ARARs

Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs and MCLGs - Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) and, to a certain extent, ncon-zero Maximum
Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs), the Federal Drinking Water
Standards promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)
are applicable to municipal drinking water supplies servicing 25
or more people. MCLGs are relevant and appropriate when the
standard is set at a level greater than zero (for non-
carcinogens); otherwise, MCLs are relevant and appropriate. At
the Powell Road Landfill (PRL) site, MCLs and MCLGs are not
applicable, but are relevant and appropriate since the aquifer in
which the PRL site is located is a sole-source aquifer for
drinking water for the City of Dayton. The point of compliance
for the Federal drinking water standards is at the boundary of
the landfilled waste and throughout the contaminated ground water
plume associated with the PRL site.

Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50) - The Clean Air Act requirements
include the TSP standard for air discharges. This requirement is
applicable to the PRL site because the gas extraction and
treatment, leachate treatment, excavation and consolidation of
contaminated soils, and various other treatment methods which are
part of this remedy are potential sources of fugitive dust,
particulate, and/or VOCs.

See Table 22 for a list of additional Federal chemical-specific
ARARS.

b. State Chemical-Specific ARARS
See Table 23 for a list of the State of Ohio Chemical-Specific
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ARARS

2. Location-Specific ARARS

Locaticn-specific ARARS are those requirements that relate to the
geographic position of the Site. For the PRL site, these are:

a. Federal Location-Specific ARARS

The Clean Water Act Section 404 - This section of the Act
regulates the discharge of dredge and fill materials at sites to
waters of the United States. These regulations are applicable to
the PRL site, since there are wetlands located on the site.

Wetland Management Executive Order 11990 - This order requires
federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the long- and
short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or
modification of wetlands. This requirement is applicable to the
PRL site since there are wetlands located on the Site.

RCRA location standards 40 CFR Part 264.18 - These standards
specify that a facility located in a flood plain must be
designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to prevent
washout of hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood plain. This
requirement is applicable to the PRL site if a hazardous waste
management unit is created on-site as a result of air stripping
or other on-site treatment, these standards are applicable to the
PRL because the site is located in a 100-year flood plain.

Floodplain Management Executive Order 11988 - This order requires
minimization of potential harm to or within flood plains and the
avoidance of long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with
the occupancy and modification of flood plains. This order is
applicable to the PRL site since the PRL site is located within a
flood plain.

b. State Location-Specific ARARS

See Table 24 for a list of the State of Ohio location-specific
ARARS.

3. Action-Specific ARARs
Action-Specific ARARS are requirements that define acceptable
rreatment and disposal procedures for hazardous substances. For
the PRL site, these are:

a. Federal Action-Specific ARARs

RCRA Subtitle C Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous
Waste Treatment Storage and Disposal Facilities (40 CFR Part 264)
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- These requirements govern the owners and operators of hazardous
waste treatment storage and disposal facilities. These
requirements are applicable to the PRL site if a hazardous waste
management unit is created on-site as a result of air stripping
or other on-site treatment methods.

Clean Air Act Standards for the Approval and Promulgation of
Implementation Plans (40 CFR Part 52) - These requirements govern
the approval and promulgation of implementation plans. These
requirements are applicable to the PRL site because of various
aspects of the remedy for the PRL site including excavation and
consolidation of contaminated soils, gas collection and
treatment, and the use of several treatments methods at the site.

Toxic Substances Control Act Standards for Polychlorinated
Biphenyls (PCBs) Manufacturing, Processing, Distribution in
Commerce and Use Prohibitions (40 CFR Part 761) - These
requirements govern the manufacturing, processing, distribution
in commerce and use prohibitions for polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs). These requirements will be applicable to the PRL site if
additional testing is done of the contaminated socils to be
excavated and consolidated as part of the PRL site remedy is
done, and the soils are found to exceed a PCB level of 50 parts
per million.

Clean Air Act Air Quality and Emission Limitations (Clean Air Act
Section 110). These requirements relate to air quality and
emission limitations. These requirements are applicable to the
PRL site due to various aspects of the remedy for the PRL site
including excavation and consolidation of contaminated soils, gas
collection and treatment, and the use of several treatment
methods at the Site.

b. State Action-Specific ARARsS:

See Table 25 for a list of the State of Ohio action-specific
ARARS.

4. To Be Considered
a. Federal to be Considered

"Control of Air Emissions from Superfund Air Strippers at
Superfund Groundwater Sites" (June 15, 1989) (OSWER Directive
9355.0-28) - This guidance indicates that sources that need
controls are those with actual emissions rates in excess of 3
lbs/hr, or 15 lbs/day, or a calculated rate of 10 tons/year
(T/yr) of total VOCs. This guidance should be considered at the
PRL site if one of the treatment methods used as part of the
remedy for the PRL site is a ground-water-pump-and-treat
technique used together with air strippers, and if the emission
rates at the PRL exceed these rates, and since the PRL is located
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in an ozone non-attainment area.

C. Cost-Effectiveness

The U.S. EPA believes that the selected remedial action is cost-
effective in mitigating the risks posed by the Site contaminants
within a reasonable period of time. Section 300.430(f) (ii) (D) of
the NCP requires EPA to evaluate cost-effectiveness by comparing
all the alternatives which meet the threshold criteria of
protection of human health and the environment against three
additional balancing criteria: long-term effectiveness and
permanence; reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through
treatment; and short-term effectiveness. The selected remedial
action meets these three criteria and provides overall
effectiveness in proportion to its cost. The estimated cost for
the selected remedial action is $20.5 million, which is a
reasonable value for the expected results to be achieved by the
selected remedial action.

D. Utilization of permanent solutions and alternate treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable

U.S. EPA believes that the selected remedial action represents
the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment
technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner to
address contamination and risks associated with the Site and
potential migration of contaminants away from the Powell Road
Zandfill. The selected remedial action provides the best balance
of tradecoffs in terms of long-term effectiveness or permanence;
reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume; short-term
effectiveness; implementability; cost; and State and community
acceptance.

The criterion of overall protection of human health and the
environment and long-term effectiveness and permanence were
crucial in the decision to select Alternative 4. Overall
protection of human health and the environment was best achieved
by the selected remedial action because it provides protection of
human health from risks through treatment of leachate and ground
water in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill. By
treating contamination in leachate and ground water in the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill, ground water
contamination will decrease, cleanup levels will be achieved, and
the continued migration of leachate and contaminated ground water
from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill is reduced.
Leachate and ground water contamination in the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill are the primary sources of ground water
contamination identified in the primary aquifer, adjacent to the
landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area). Extraction
and treatment of leachate from the landfill and ground water from
the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill will address these
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sources of ground water contamination and associated risks. Once
the landfill cap is constructed and the landfill gas, leachate,
and ground water extraction/treatment systems are operational,
contamination in the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and
south of the river, will decrease and achieve cleanup levels.

Long-term effectiveness and permanence was best achieved by the
selected remedial action due to leachate and ground water
treatment components. Leachate in the landfill and ground water
in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill will be extracted
and treated to reach cleanup levels and reduce residual risks in
ground water. The ground water in the shallow aquifer adjacent
to the landfill has the highest ground water risks, and during
the breakdown and dispersion of ground water contamination, risks
to downgradient well users could exist. Once the landfill cap is
constructed and the landfill gas, leachate, and ground water
extraction/treatment systems are operational, the source of
ground water contamination in the primary aquifer south of the
river (Eldorado Plat area) will no longer exist and ground water
contamination in the primary aquifer (adjacent to the landfill
and south of the river (Eldoradoc Plat area)) will reduce and
achieve cleanup levels (estimated to occur in a minimum of 6
years) .

Alternative 7 is the only alternative that actively addresses all
areas of ground water contamination associated with the landfill
and reduces risks posed by ground water contamination. Ground
water contamination in the primary aquifer south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area) is addressed in Alternative 7 by extracting
ground water from the primary aquifer south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area), transporting the extracted ground water
across the river via a pipe, to the Site for on-site treatment.
This ground water technology was considered too expensive and too
complex to implement compared to the minimal reduction of ground
water risks.

The State of Ohio concurs with the selected remedial action. The
community's comments received during the public comment period
are summarized in the Responsiveness Summary, attached to this
ROD, along with the Agencies' response to comments.

The selected remedial action meets the statutory reguirement to
utilize permanent solutions and treatment technologies, to the
maximum extent practicable.

E. Preference for Treatment

The selected remedial action satisfies the statutory preference
for treatment as a principal element. Landfill gases and
leachate will be collected/extracted and treated on-site. Ground
water will be extracted from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill and treated on-site. Leachate will be extracted from
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the landfill and treated on-site. The Powell Road Landfill, the
source of contamination, will not be treated, but will be
contained by a landfill cap.

XI. DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan was
Alternative 5. The Record of Decision identifies the selected
remedial action as Alternative 4. Because the selected remedial
action was one of the alternatives presented in the Proposed
Plan, the U.S. EPA was not required to seek additional public
comment on a revised Proposed Plan (NCP 40 CFR Part
300.430(F) (3) (1i) (A)). The differences between these two
alternatives are the following: 1) Alternative 4 does not
include treatment of contaminated soils to dewater, stabilize and
solidify the soils (prior to consolidation under the landfill
cap), and 2) Alternative 4 does not include extraction of ground
water from the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill.

The preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan was
modified as a result of comments received during the public
comment period. Public comments caused the U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA
(the Agencies) to reevaluate the preferred alternative. Several
major comments were received during the public comment period
which questioned various aspects of the leachate and ground water
extraction and treatment components of the preferred alternative.
Based on these comments the Agencies consulted technical experts
for assistance with the issues. Below is a summary of the
comments, followed by the actions the Agencies took to resolve
the issues.

Comment 1.

A ground water extraction system could compromise the leachate
extraction system, and pull contamination from the
leachate/ground water adjacent to the landfill, deeper into the
primary aquifer.

Action:

PRL documents were reviewed by the Agencies' technical staff and
calculations of estimated drawdown of the ground water table
which could be caused by a ground water extraction system were
calculated. These calculations estimate conditions under which
ground water extraction could have a negative effect on a
leachate extraction system.

Drawdown calculations of a ground water extraction system in the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill identified minimal
drawdown of the water table would occur (<1 foot). Since ground
water extraction wells will be located between the southern
boundary of the landfill and the river, any possible effects of
grcund water extraction would influence only the leachate
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extraction wells closest to the southern boundary of the
landfill. Pumping rates of both extraction systems could be
adjusted as necessary toO prevent any negative interaction of the
two extraction systems.

Drawdown calculations of a ground water extraction system in the
primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill identified substantial
drawdown of the water table may occur (possibly 4 feet).
Therefore, extraction of ground water from the primary aquifer
adjacent to the landfill could increase downward migration of
contamination from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill
into the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill, except where
the confining till layer would limit vertical migration.

Therefore, the Agencies partially agree with the commenter.
Extracting ground water from the primary aquifer may compromise
the leachate extraction system. However, the Agencies believe
that it remains necessary to extract and treat ground water from
the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill to reduce the risks
posed by ground water in this aquifer.

Comment 2.

The Proposed Plan's preferred alternative 5 was questioned. The
rationale being questioned was that by extracting ground water
from the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill, contamination
identified south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), would be
reduced. The commenter states that there is no evidence that PRL
is the source of contamination found south of the river (Eldorado
Plat area).

Action:

This comment caused the Agencies to carefully review the geology
of the Site, the ground water contaminants and the migration of
ground water away from the Site.

The primary aquifer which underlies the landfill is separated by
a confining till layer which is present under the south side of
the landfill and under the river. This till layer separates the
aquifer into a shallow and primary aquifer. Although the till
layer is present south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), it is
not continuous and therefore the agquifers are interconnected.

Ground water contamination is found adjacent to the landfill in
the shallow aquifer and in the primary aquifer. However, south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area), geologic cross-sections do not
show a continuous till layer separating the aquifers in the
vicinity of the monitoring wells. RI ground water data in the
Eldorado Plat area identifies contamination in monitoring wells
both above and below the discontinucus till layer.

Ground water sampling and analysis found VOCs in the shallow
aquifer adjacent to the landfill (223 ug/L), in the primary
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aquifer adjacent to the landfill (150 ug/L), and in the primary
aquifer south of the river (Eldorado Plat area) (13 ug/L).

VOC contamination identified in the aquifers adjacent to the
landfill tend to primarily consist of m"ethane" compounds and VOC
contamination identified south of the river (Eldorado Plat area)
tend to primarily consist of "ethene" compounds. This is the
major argument used in the RI to discount the landfill as the
source of ground water contamination identified south of the
river (Eldorado Plat area). The Agencies disagree with the
argument because "ethene" compounds were found in landfill gas
vents (PCE, TCE), leachate (DCE), and in the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill (DCE). Ethene compounds were not
detected in monitoring wells in the primary aquifer adjacent to
the landfill.

Migration of contaminants away from the landfill are based on the
location of sources of contamination and the geology. The major
source is the landfill, which generates leachate, which migrates
into the ground water. Although the till layer does not exist
directly under the landfill, ground water flow in the regional
aquifer (GMR BVA) is horizontal from the north to south, and once
leachate migrates into ground water, it migrates horizontally to
the south. This is why the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill contained the highest levels of contaminants and
exceeded MCLs during RI sampling. Some vertical migration of
leachate/ground water also carries contamination into the primary
aquifer (adjacent to the landfill), however, only 2 monitoring
wells in the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill showed
contamination during RI sampling. Due to these area ground water
flow patterns at the Site, migration of contaminants from the
landfill to south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), must occur
horizontally from either the shallow or primary aquifers adjacent
to the Site (or possibly from both aquifers).

RI data suggested that the Great Miami River was a barrier to
migration of ground water from adjacent to the landfill, under
the river to the aquifer in the Eldorado Plat area. Thus,
contamination identified in the Eldorado Plat area must have
migrated from the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill.
However, in response to public comments the Agencies consulted
ground water experts at Ohio EPA and were advised that the Great
Miami River is not necessarily a barrier to ground water
contaminant migration under the river.

In conclusion, the Agencies believe that the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill is one of the primary sources of
contamination found in the Eldorado Plat area. As a primary
source, remediation of the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill will significantly reduce migration of ground water
corntamination from the Site. This component of the remedial
action, combined with leachate extraction and treatment as well
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as the construction of the landfill cap, is expected to eliminate
migration of ground water contamination from the Site.

Comment 3.

Treatment of excavated contaminated soils, prior to consolidation
on the landfill, would not provide additional protection nor
provide significant reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume,
compared to Alternative 4.

Action:

The Agencies have reviewed the information provided by the
commenter, and consulted with the Ohio EPA RCRA program, and
agree that treatment of soils to dewater, solidify and stabilize
soils prior to consolidation under the landfill cap will not
provide any additional protection of human health and the
environment, nor provide any significant reduction of toxicity,
mebility or volume.
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TABLE

GAS VENT METHANE MEASUREMENTS

POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER HEIGHTS. OHIO

Vent No.
Vi
V2
V3
V4
Vs
V6
V7
V8
V9
V10
Vil

Vi2
V13
Vi4

V1S
V16
V17
V18
V19

V20

Date
10/25/88
10/25/88
10/25/88
11/08/88
11/08/88
10/28/88
11/08/88
11/08/38
10/25/88
10/28/38

11/08/88
11/08/88

11/08/88
11/08/38

10/25/88
10/28/88

11/09/88
11/09/88
11/09/88
11/09/38

11/09/88
11/09/88

11/09/88

Percent Methane®
38
60
61
62
61

12
56
58
62
11 -

59
58

30
58

61
19

56
42
46
24

18
19

16

* Approximated from combustible gas content readings from an MSA Gascope Model 53 CGI
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FIELD ORGANIC ANALYSIS -

TABLE 2

GAS VENT vVarok

POWELL ROAD LANDFKILL
HUBER HEIGHTS, ONIO

Parameter (mg/m3)

Bouene
Chiosobeniene
Chiorocthane®
1.1-Dichlroethane
1.2 Dichlosocthane
wans- 1,2-Dichlorocihenc®
Ehyl benzene®
Methylene chlonide®
Tewachloructhene®
Toluene®
1.1.)-Trichloroethane
Trichlorocthene®
Viayl chloride
Xylenes®

Veal Nu-ber.

Round |

- = Parametes not detectod

¢ = Mandatory performance standard parameter

Vi

I S -

v

02
18

02

‘B"'&"

293

eRs

Ve

..g‘q. ;.

-,
-

Vs

.ag. SA

Ve

120

sE.

v7? Ve vy vie

- 2

4 14 28
4 n |
] 8
i ] H
63

e 120 194 Y

=3 3
38
gr
P

Page ol 2

12

1

1}
62

3
56




TABLE 2 (coatinued)

Parameter (mg/ml)

Banzene
Chiorobenzene
Chiorocthane®
1.1-Dichlovrocthane
1.2 Dichlorocthane
sans- 1,2-Dichlosocthene®
Ethyl benzene®
Methylene chloruk:®
Tewachlonscthene®
Toluene®
1.1.1-Trichlosocthane
Trichloroctheme®
Viayl chioride
Xylenes®

Round | (Continued)

- = Pasasmeser not desected

* = Mandalory performance standard pessmeses

Blank space = Not analyzed

Vie

03

T ¥ )

nB-oSanv

Vi7 vis vie
03 - -
14 9 1
16 60 12
» n 17
55 14 3
163 116 n
4 5 2
X ]| “ “
121 4 2

Ve

03

| el kot BN

1"

Veat Number
Round 2
vie vVio
Vi V) V9 (11:08) VIS Vis VIi9 PR201 (17:00)
4 1 1 3 7 7 (U (1] 4
168 261 Jid 138 Y9 1.1 183 180
/] 96 14} 08 19 124 (%) 4 1

Page 2 0f 2



TABLE )

VOLATILE ORGANIC ANALYSIS - GAS VENT LIQUID

POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER HEIGUTS, ORIO

Parameters (ug/l.)
Viayl chioride
Chilorocthane
Mcthylene chloride
Accune

Casbon disullide
1,1-Dichlorocthane
1.2-Dichlorocthene (1o1al)
Chilorolorm
2-Buanonc

1.2- Dichloropropanc
Trichlorocthene
Bonaene

trans- 1 3- Dichloropropenc
4-Mcihyl-2-peatanone
2-Hexanone
Tewachlorocthenc:
Tohueae
Ohlorobenzenc
Ethylbeazeae

Styscac

Total sylencs

Total VOCs

Estimaicd value

CRQL
(ug/L.)

gwsd

VMUALMULUUNMULUE SN WULULNS WAL LWL

Sample Number/(Vent Number)

LO3Z01(a) LO4Z01(a) LOSZOI(D)

(v3)
9

2)
450D

4]
780 D
3)

6

120

320D
2)
110

260D

2,066

= Compound detecicd im blank as well as sample
= Concestration detennined through didution of samplc
= Comcentration cxceeds calibration range

(ve)

512

(VS) (Vs)
- 6)
0B 208D
5] .
3) -
500 430D
4] -
1208 B
31 -
270 66B
6) 2)
110 26
Jo0 82
1,761 272

(V1)
3)

i

4]
2)

7
1)
(L1}

J10E

494

(a) Desection levels consisicnt with CRQL.
(b) Detection levels 2.5x greater than CRQL.
(c) Deicction levels 10x greatee than CROA.
() Desection bevels 2x greater than CRQL

Pagc Lol 2

7

(Vi)
64 )

390 BD

)
3500 D

1t

500

390
10}
100

151
330

10,835

4]
2]

20

21

13
1)
41
32

(Vid)

6)

51
150
3u
1)
1O
S E

873

LOSOID(a) LO7ZON(a) L1OZON(c) LI2ZO1(a) 1.14Z01(d) 1.1401D(d)
(Vi)

(Vie)
5)
35
3]
43
5)
R
i
3
1)
120
490 :

[ R




TABLE 3 (contiaved)

Sample Number/(Veat Number)

CRQL LISZoN(c) LI6ZOI(e) L17Z01(a) LISZOI(N L20Z01(a) L20101 102201 103201
Parameters (ug/l.) (ng/L) (V1S) (Vie) (v17) (V1) (V20) (PR201) (Field blank) (Field blank)
Viayl chloride 10 - L ) - 171 1J 5] -
Chlorocthane 10 - - 2] - 18 - . .
Meihylenc chioside S 218 - - . - 101 2] (KN
Acctone 10 6208 - 42 27,000 D : 62 - .
Carbon disulfude 5 - 13 6 6) - -
1.)-Dichlorocthanc 5 - 6) 13 - 1 -
1.2-Dichiorocthene (1otal) 5 - 8 . - L] 8o -
Chloroform 5 - - - - - - 1)
2-Butanone 10 1,500 20 75 39,000 D %W 53 .
1.2-Dichloropropanc S - - - - - .
Trichlorocthene S - 2) - . 2] .
Bonzene 5 19) 7 4) 9) . 6 by
wrans- 1 .3-Dichloropropene 5 - - - - - -
4-Mcihyl-2-peatanone 10 54) 29 14 2,600 D 41 230
2-Hexanone 10 - - - 300 - -
Teaachiorocihence b] - 2} - - - -
Toluene s 220 190 n 630 41 )
Chlorobenzene s - 3] 1] - 1 -
Ethylbenzene b 9 110 120 62 - 50
Styreac b - - - nJ - -
Total aylenes 5 280 260 E 220E 160 A 10
Telal VOCs 2,866 (%11 580 69,795 218 1,271
CRQL = Contract-required quantitation limit (@) Desecuion levels consistent with CRQL.
- = Parameter not detecied (c) Desection levels 10x greater than CRQL.
B = Compound detecicd in blank as well as sample (c) Detection levels 1.3x greasers than CRQL.
. D = Conceatration desenmined through dilution of sample () Desccuon levels 5x greater than CRQL.

: E = Concestration cxceeds calibration range
] = Estimaicd valuc

Page 2012
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TABLE 4
SEMIVOLATILE ORGANIC ANALYSIS - GAS VENT LIQuIp

POWELL ROAD LANDFILL.
NURER HEIGHTS, OMIO

Sample Number/(Vent Number)
CRQL LO3Z01(a) LO4ZOI(a) LO5SZOI(a) LOSOID(a) LO7ZO1(a) LISZOI(b) L12Z01(a) LI4ZO(n) L1481D(n)

Paramelers (ug/L) (pa/L) (V3) . (Vo) (vs) (V§) (v1) (Vie) (Vi2) (Vid (V14)

Phenol 10 16 - 130 200D 3] 1,200 Y9 : 49

1 A-dichlorvbenzene 10 9) 22 . 14 35 17] 8] 3 3)

Benzyl alcobol 10 - - . - . 32) .

1.2-dichlorobenzenc 10 - 5) - . . . . . _

2-Methylipheaol 10 (] - 10} 13 31 - . 31 o)

4 Methylphenol 10 26 - 340 1,600 D 10 190 - : 71

Nurobenzene 10 - - - - . - . .

lsophovone 10 - - - 2] . - -

2.4-Dimethylphenol 10 10 - 4) 8) 91 - -

Bonzoic acid 50 - - 180 310D - 110) - - -

Naphthalene 10 71 26 26 3 3o 9] - - 4]

2-Mcthyinspluhalene 10 11} 8) . 5) 1] 13) -

Acenaphihens 10 - - . . 7] - -

Diberaofiran 10 26 - - . 6! - - - :

Dicthyl plubalac 10 86 - 12) 25 4] - . 1) 3

Fluorene 10 - - - - 7 . 2) ; .

N-Nisosodiphenylamine (1) 10 - - 71 . - . .

Pentachiorophenol 50 - - . . . . .

Phenantiwens 10 - - - . M - 6}

Amhracene 10 - - . - 6) - 21

Di-n-butyl phihalaic 10 - - - 5) - - -

Puorentheas 10 - - . - 2] . .

Pyrene 10 - - - - 9) - -

Butylbenzy! phihalate 10 - - . . . . .

Berzo(s)mubsacene 10 - . - - 6} . .

Crysene 10 - . - . 3 . . :

bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phihalaic 0 62 : . - o - " : T

Di-n octyl phibalse 10 3) . . 2) . . . “) 1
Tetal Semivelatiles 267 (¥ 2 1,215 158 1,581 B § | : 18 74

CRQL = Caontraci-required quantitation lisnit (a) Detection level consisict with CQRL.

- u Parsneter not desectied (b) Desection level 5x greater than CQRL

D = Concenwratibn determincd through dilution of sample
) = Estimated value

Page | ui 2
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- TABLE 4 coatinued)

Parameters (pg/l.)
Phenol
1.4-dichlorobenzenc
Benzyl alcohol

1.2 dichiorobenzane
2-Methylphenol
4-Methylphenol
Nwobenzene

lsophorone
2.4-Dimethylphenol
Berzoic acid
Naphihalene
2-Methyinaphihalene
Aconaphthene
Dibernofuran

Dicthyl piuhalaic
Fuorene
N-Nizosodiphenylsmine (1)
Poniachiorophenol
Phananthrene
Anshracene
Di-n-buty) phihalate
Fuoranthene

Pyvene

Butylbenzyl phihalate
Baxzo(e)sahracene

Crysene
bis(2-Ethylheayl)phihalate
Di-n octyl phthalae

Total Semivelatiles

CRQL = Contract-roquired quamtitation limit

- = Pasameter not desecied

CRQL
(pg/L)
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

10
10
10
10
10
10
10

LI1SZ0i(a) L16Z01(a)

(V1S)
50
19

71
130

21
s)
LY |
3)
27

3)

5]

278

D = Concentration desermincd through dilwion of sample

) = Estimated valuc

(V16)
51
28

21)

10

211

L 1]

Sample Number/(Veat Number)
LI17Z01(a) L18Z0I1(b) L20Z081(a)

v

11

3]
A
6)
6}

12
2)

(1]

(Viy)
k1Y)

15)
2,600 D

5,600 D

130

8,752

(Vi)

3)

11

5}
4]

27

L.20101
(PR20))
2

141
4

(a) Desecion leved consisticnt with CQRJ.
(b) Detection level Sa greatcr than COQRL.

Pagc 20l 2

102201} 103201
(Field blank) (Field blank)
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TABLE S

INORGANIC ANALYSIS - GAS VENT LIQuID

PFOWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER HEIGHTS, OMIO

Paramelers
Selected Metals (jg/L)

Anienic

Basium

Cadmiom

Cheomium

Lemd

Mescury

Scicniom

Silver
Other laorganics (pgll)

Cyanide

Swoatiem

Aluminum
Antimoay
Berylliven
Calcium
Cobaht
Coppex
o
Magncsivm
Manganceo
Nicke)
Potassium

Jit;

LTI T

8ssgEscE

Sample Numbes/(Vent Numbcr)

CRDL = Contsact-sequired datoction limit.

- = Parumctey act detacted.

Le3ze1
(v3)

10 SN
()

J6N
1,060

S04

209,000
(16}
29E

19.500

221.000

559
108
253,000
350,000

16.2)
67300

€ = Indicaies & value cstimaicd or muwmﬁumdm

N = ladicates spike sample socovery is act withia coatwel Lewmits.
S a indicatcs value descsmined by methud of standesd addivon.

¢ = lndicates duplicate analysis is not withia control liasits.
{ 1= Velue scpasted is less thee CRDL
+ = Indicaics the conclation cocfficient fus methud of standard addiion is kcss than 0.995.

L0420} LeSZe1 Leseid
(ve) (vs) (vs)
55IN 234N 240N
2010 1.000 964

946 {48 -
613 219 26}
%4 60 6%
36 LS 26
154
N I7N 2IN
3820 N 2,1I0N 2,050
39.000 17,000 104,000
91N 114N {S4N
20 128) i14)
2,390.000 1,590,000 1,540,000
360 m 155
1.040 34 293
1,160,000 923,000 858,000
1,270,000 396,000 570,000
930 E S,130E 1.70E
995 35 4%
64,200 166,000 161,000
43,600 107,000 106,000
749 254 mn
201,000 323,000 394,000
Page ol 2

T

Li401D

Le7Z01 LieZe1l LI12Ze1 I NP YX]]
(v (Vie) (Vi12) (Viae) (ViI4)
561 N S2IN 33 SN (124N 175N
3. 200 2.5060 427 412 k)
86 . - - -
1.080 by} Y] X
1.7¢40 353 e w» 34
[ k¥ 05 0.7 05
9N 1IN - - .
4.570 N SN 60 N 83N 6YI N
664.000 2.680 35,900 4.450 3.510
- ISI)N - -

3 ny . . -
4,520,000  6.200,000 395.00 542,000 380 .0
697 6? 132) 147 54

L5108 - WE S E 5)
2160000 720,000 78,200 42000 35.9m)
1.980,000 2,750.000 180,000 450,000 420,000

20.300 12.300 E 147 [ve a4

1L.710 0”7 e 261 m
904.000 12.840) 132,000 T16400) ¥42,000)
992.000 21,000 103.000 7620 905 .00

1440 1) ') (1] 119
342,000 2,280 81,600 73,001

1,620,000




TABLE § (continued)

Parameters CRDL
Selected Metals (ug/l)
Amenic 10
Barium 200
Cadmiam 5
Chwomium 10
Lend s
Men wy 02
Sclemiam 5
Silves 10
Otber Inorganics (ug/l)

Cymide 10
Swoatiem -
Aluminum 200
Antimony 60
Baylliem S
Calciam 5.000
Cobalt 50
Coppas 23
boa 00
Magacsium 500
Mangancee 15
Nickel 40
Potassium 5.000
Sodium $.000
Thallium 10
Vassdiam 0
Zisc 20

CRDL = Contracs mquised detection kit
- = Pasaeneter not dewctod.

LISZOL LI6Z61 L17Z61 Liszet L20Ze) L20101 102201 103201
(Vis) (Vie) (V17) (V1is) (V2e) (PR201) (Field blank) (Field blank)
433N 166 N 32 SN 42 5N 295 N 27 S+ 129}N
1.000 208 246 e 5.580 213 120}

» 12 - 130 - 1] .
LIt} 137 23 L1} 156
97 693 93 2,060 - 1040 .
12 0.7 04 7.4 16 13 024
254N 2N - 114N 6N - .
ST N 4,700 LIION N 6710 N 92N 16N
269.000 72,500 12.600 4.130 524 14.200 ¢ 132)
9N % N - - 81,000 N n -
11 136 - - nz - . .

1660000  597.000 482,000 611000 100000 229,000 22) 1)

m 1] (1Y ] 6 1]} t 1 - .

802 e 30 18 - 133 0k [
238.000 334,000 162,000 54.800 738,000 354,000 ¢ 159 1o
779.000 370,000 15,000 1,280,000 2,900,000 53,700 - .
SVWE 2,260 3550 su IS0 E 1.500 124) 49} 1

m s 82 n n M) . .
387,000 540,000 152000  1.210000 105,000) 39,800 9.660
562,000 197,000 234,000 2,150.000 119.000 141 {19104

49% 166 M) 128 12 143) ,
22400 1100 6,610 284,000 .35 4.500 18]} )

E = lndicates a valuc cstimuicd oc a0t repuricd owing 1o the prescace of intarfcreace.
N = Indicates spike sampls sccovery is not within coaol lisiss.
S = lndicates value detcamined by meihod of standasd addinon.

® = ladicaics duplicaic analysis is mot wichia control limits.

{ | = Valuc mporicd is less thaa CRDI -

+ = lndicates the correlation cocfficiem for method of stundand sddstion is less thaa 0.995.

Page 2 2
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SURFACE LEACHATE ANALYSES

POWELL ROAD LANDFRLL
HBUBER HEIGUTS, ONIO

Selecied Metals (ug/L)
Ammc
Basium
Cadmism
Chromsum
lend
Monury
Selcnium
Silver

Other Insrganics (ug/L)
Cyanide
Sucatiam

Aluminum
Astimony
Beryllium
Calcium
Cobalt
Coppex
leon
Magacsium
Mangsssss
Nicksd
Potassivm
Sodium
Thallium
Veadium
Ziac

CRBPL

sssggsaggusgusg .

CRDL = Contsact-required desoction lisil.

- = Parametes not deweciod

£ = Indicates & value cstimaicd a5 aot Rpunicd owing 10 the prescace of Inicricrence.

YY)
195)
[[F1]]

®
]

49 N°

N = ladicaics spilic sample rocovery is not within contsol lawits.
S = Indicates valuc descrmined by meshod of standand addisoa.
® = Jndicaics duplicaic analyns is sot withia contral limits.

[ ] = Value scpuntad is less than CRDL.

Velaille Organics (pg/l.)

Chinixcihane
Mchylcac chionde
Buane

Tulucae
Chlosubonzene
Lihylbcnacae
Tl nylencs

Semivolatile Organiles (pg/l.)

2-Mcihyighcaol
Naguhalcac

4 Chlas 3 ancthylplucnad
Drcthyl phabalatc
x(2-Ebylheapl)pluhaai

CRrQt.

-
-—
-

[V RV R RV RV Y

o
10
10
10
10

CRL. = Contsact scquincd quantstation b
) = E:timascd value

Heizen

21
1
0
n




AMBIENT AR TENAX TUBE ANALYSIS KESUL DS

TABLE 7

POWELL ROAD LANDKILL
HUBER HEMN:HTS, OHIO

Sample 1.1
Approximate Oclober 26, 1988 October 27, 19un L
Detecllena Upw Onsite Dewawind Upwind Ounslte Downwind

Compuuad (mg/m)) Limis® A-03 A-023 A-0) A-03 A-04 A-06 A-07 A-14 A1) A-11 A-10 A-09 A-03
Beaane 00014 0.00) § - - - 0.001 l VWL owul ) YT ]
Carbon disulde 0.0003 - - - (Y]
Carton ictrachlaride 0.0004 0.001 0.001 - o0l ool 0 0
Methylcac chloride 0.0003 0.003 000}  o.0u) 002 owl oo oo DON2  o0nlr 0 (YT IT] 02
Tewachlorocthene 0.0003 - Loy )
Tolueac 0.0008 0.003 0002 0003 0.00) 0.001) 0.002 0.001 0005 0003 o0y [IYTY) [TYTTN
1.1.}-Trchiarocshane 0.0004 0.003 0002 o0M 0002 0001 0.001 0.00) 0002 o2 owm YT} 0oy
Trichiasueihene 0.0003 - - - 0.0
Trichiasofluoromethane 0.0009 0.003 0007 0003} 0.004 0002 0.004 0.002 000} oy oo (T §]
Xylcaes 00012 0.003 0002 0002 0.00) ) 0.002 000} 0004 00 0w} 0 0uS (Y1)
Tetal VOCs 0.02) 0017 o010 0009 0.006 0011 0.006 0024 oIS oms vy (T3]

¢ Deicciian limils vary wilh cach sample accarding 10 volume sampled

J = Bstimated value jcss than misismm detection limit

- = Not detecied

Notc: Trip blank A-12 was beukea upos xccipt by the lab and was aot asaly ucd

- Note: Values rousded 0 the neaseat 0.001 mginnd



TABLE 8

DETECTION SUMMARY *

SEDIMENTY
{Conconiraiions separied ls mg gt
POWRLL ROAD L ANDFILL
MIBER BRIGHTS, OBIO
Pasometen _
Sesmpls wiih Benanlh) 44-Binitre-3-
Dulestion Asstene  Mossentbene anthgipbeast Sestom Chrominm Leed Colclom Copper [T Mognestom Moagemens  Mihel

SOIZDL . . 7] 43 }) n.ow 6 1.4%0 9.0 n "
SOI0IDUP) - - - 64 2 1u6 ) 5.3%0 wow (L] v

02201 . s . » " b} 800 1 1w a0 j] (1]

$03Z0) 0034 - - L] ] N 13 (s n 0.0 6.0 113 L}
S0320%DUMN - 9 " (1) . 87 6.920 b X011 (11 1]

SO420) - - - 183 " 2 Chman 20 13.000 (LTI L} N

$05201 . - ® '} 1 .90 Y] 1120 .u0 TS "

SOSZ0N . - 3 10 o .60 1 019 nen m "

SOT20 . . 0 0 oo 93 a1% . T

S08Z0) - b 7 1 o0 [1] iR Y. P T 13}

. Detocted sbove contsact sequired quaniitetian lenit (CRQL) o consuct sequased deteciun hmu (CRIN.)

. . Net dstensed shove CBQL & CRDL s ctharwns qualified.



TABLE S

DETECTION SUMMARY *
SURFACE WATEN
({Coaccatrations repurted ln pg/l )

POWELL ROAD LANDFN L.
NUBER MEILIHTS, it0

Pacameters

Sample wiih  Sampling Meihylens
Detection Eveat *¢ Chiordde Chromium Lesd Mescury Cysalde  Strcatium  Aluminum Calclum Irwa Magacdusn Maagaacse Putssstum  Sodium 2inc

woi20) [] - - - - 1,590 74 70,80 1.010 335,000 . 2890 1
WolelINDUP) ] - - - - - 1,300 646 N300 s 34,700 - - n
weizen 2 - 194 102 - - 434 . 13 56.800 20.800 20,900 13 3580 (X T 1) '+Y]
welzet [} - - . - - (B Y 1 [y ] 7.700 1,200 34.600 - - - »
wo1ze? 1 - 108 10 02 - 433 13,400 48,500 13,000 19,200 04 - (11N
A 1y / 1] ] 4 - - - - 130 05 62,200 ) 34,300 . 3. . w
WoIZDXDUP) 2 - - - - - 1.3%0 0 68,100 34 34,800 - 3.030 . 46
Ww0i2e2 2 162 94 - 162 L3 ) 14.600 33,000 12.000 10,500 02 . . 1
W28l ] - - . - 1. }a 9% sh.e0 1,420 36,000 - 3. My n
Wo4zo! 2 - 1%} " - (1B} 40 16,200 42,10 22,500 19.100 204 . 1.
weszel [ | - . . . - » - 64,00 - 33,100 - . b} )
wesze? 2 - - . . - L 1] - 63,500 289 19.000 153 - 13,300 (%)
WeeZe 1 - - - - - 138 38 32,000 73 17.300 » - 21.900 (Y]
w282 2 - - 2 - - 100 3,60 33,300 - 20,400 (17 ] - 12,900 [N
WORZ2DMUP) 2 - - 2 - . - 1e 5.120 37.000 8490 21.000 14 . 14.300 1062
wer201 [} - - - - - 124 - 3. 200 m 11,600 - . 1430 'Y
wor20? ] - - - - - 178 1} 39,700 1430 18.700 o4 . 10300 528
Woezol ] - - (3] . - [3}) 4% 34,300 1060 10,100 ] . 22.100 )
wosze?2 2 - . on - 158 3.6 83,000 (3 1] 35100 192 - 1500 68)

* - Detecicd sbove comtracs-requucd quantitation it (CRQL ) or contaca-tequised dotection kst (CRDL).
=.* - Not detected above CRQL. CRDL, es atharwiss qualified.
*e Sampling Evest | - Sampies collecied Soptembes/Ocisber 1988

Sampling Gvent 2 - Samples celiecied April 1989



TABLE 10

DETECTION SUMMARY *
SURFICIAL SOMLS

(Concentrations repurted la sng/ky)

POWELL ROAD LAN UL
MUBES SMEMUTS, OHIO

Pacameters

Sample with Avocler- | Asodder-
Betosticn 4,0-D0T i 184

01201 - .
FOL0DMDUP) - - -
RO2Z0Y - - -
FOIDDUP) - - -
F8320) - 31 -
Foz0) - - -
FsZel - - -
Fos201 - - -
FaT204 - - .
FesZ0) - - -
e - - -
Fezoh . - 12
FlLZM . - an
FI2Z281 (o) 004 - -
F13zos - . -
Frazol . - -
FI15284 . - -
Fi6201 - - .
F1200 . - .
Fie201 - - -
F19208 - N .
FISOUNINP) - - .
FBRI0) - - .
F120) - - -
Fnze - - -
F2201 . - -
F4201 - - -
15281 (a) - . -
F2200 . . .
F1201 . . .
F220) . . on
F19204 - . .
F30204 . .
F1204 . -
Faze . -

Arsale Bacium Codmium Chremium Leod

106
s
(]
"
n
s
n
9
n
n
"
"
»
”
0
»
106
L 7]
o
3

3]

o
n
100
14
¥}

47

"
14

16
1
]
[}
83
14
69
[H]
"
n
n
}]
1} ]
"
"
13
4
10
7
1n
76
(]}
L)
1”2
70
(X
33
24
1]
20
»
(1]
(] ]
74
bR |

- Deseared sbove contiact 1cquucd quanisianon kmat (CRQL) or cossract lequuul datechun ot ((JIDM

== . Not datocied above CRQL, CRIL, s ctherwiss quahfed.

Page 1002

b1 ]
)

26
3
33

n
17
L
»
»
]
23
“®
n
3
”"
1]

12
“
41
p 3]
»
(3 ]
P
1]
36

Mercury

013

012

Alundave

11,800
12.400
4,200
9.5080

9.010
.o
5,840
12,900
10,600
7.860
(X} J

12700
10,600

8%
6.160
6,400
10,400

12000

Caldum Copper

116.000
TR
131,000

116,000

96300
45.700
36,700

10) o
102,000
117,000

112,000
©2.200
62,300

ol 4m
61,300
100,000
948,500
119,000

15
n
(3

(1}

2]
i
7
10
»
4

n

15
68

fron

12,0
19.900
7,590

440

14,0100
MW
16.600

1130
230
8310

[L1TR T

.o
.o
9.140
1.9
7,500

Magacsium Mangsncec

33,400
33,700
$0.000

39 (a0

Bl R 11 T]
19.400
13.200

44 40
X
47800

43 9
20 80

2w
32
48,10
43 .4
9.

i3}
b1 )
m

121

121}
"
%

184
283
P}

29
494
"2
131}
9

1
00




TABLE 10 (contiaucd)

Parameters
Sample with .
Betesticn Nichel Petasdum Sedium Vanedium Lac  (a) Scmuvolanlcs wesc Found i the FOllowang sampics (ngAg)
roizes 1] 1.000 . 26 - Filzel ¥1528)
FOI0DDLP) " - - 1) .- Mxnaulscs 4,700 -
zn n - - - - Anshacene 1.200 -
ROIDOUP) () 2620 . - - Fisoranthesx 3,000 Lt )
FOIZ8 18 . - 16 (] Pyicne 3,900 40
Rz n 2,00 - 23 [ v . Ben2 ajuslwacene 2408 -
Foszot ] - - - Q Crysanc 2,400 .
Foszon 2 . - u - BesZO(b )Mo anthene 1,200
Fanzo0 [} ] - - 23 - BenZik Niuvs ssshene 2,200
Fosz (1] - - ’ n - BenZiXs)pyrone 1,200
Foszol 3 - - 26 - bulcat 1.2V c.dipyicie 1000
Fizsl " . - 24 - Bending ha)porylone 1.200
Flizol 2 - - " -
FIZLO! (a) 7 . - ” -
Fi3zon 20 - - 18 o
Fl4zos (13 - . 32 L
Fi15zo1 ”n - - n 1
Flazoe - - - [} -
Finzel (3] - - N
Flazn "’ Lm0 - - -
Fisze) ” 1.8 1.3%0 ] .
FIoOI(DUP) 0 1,208 1.3% - .
Faazoh - - - 1l .
Fzos 14 240 - - -
Fzn [} ] - - - -
F13204 12 1550 - - .
Fiaei " - - - ]
F15200 (a) [} 2470 - . -
FM20) 11} . : 22 -
FIzen 1] 3,340 - »
Feze n - - -
Faz01 16 . - n
Fxazon ” . 2
Fyizo 13 - - .
Pz 17 - - - n

* - Desecied sbuve Contrat requucd quantnalion hmat (CRQL) o comtracs: requased dtcetun bisnit (CRIN )
.. u«mmcum..cun..umm:



TABLE 1)

DETECTION SUMMARY *
SUBSURFACE SOIL
{Coacenirniions reperied ln my/kg)
POWEILL ROAD LANDILL.
HUBER HEMHTS, OO
Pacsmeters
Semple with o
Detontien Arecies-1254 Assenle Barium Cadmium  Chrembum Leod Mercury Strentium Alumioum Caldum
po2ZDY 40 b)) | XY 7 11 ) 6560 127.000
D03288 (%) ” " n ) 11 500 02,800
BOSZM - - 0 - b ] 151 - » 16.060 54.200
| ¥/ ] - . 14 2 1] qa [N D] ) 16.400 &4.3500
bOs210 - . 1% - » » - (1] 16 400 0. 00
siezn 1 34 ] : p i) L] [ 2]} w 1910 87,900
suzs . - % - n b ] - n 143400 19.300
B1IZM 023 - - 10 152 n 4390 117.000
L 1}r ] - - 0 1 16 30 14500 31.700
DIIZM 38 - - 0 L 120 1800 $2.300
BISO\D(DAN) - - - 3) 3 a2 3140 -
DIO204 . LY} (Y 11} " we 6940 [TRITY)
B2OIDMUR) - 43 2 L 1) " [ ] bR L) 8w
D2OZN - . 1e " 0 30 17.100 7.000
Pasameters _
Sample with Bist2-kahylenyly
Detestien Copper lren Magnesium Masgances Nichd Potamtum  Vessdium 2nc Flusranthene Pyrene Phubolete
8022018 3 11,300 $2.000 4 14 - 1" L L]
[ Tiy/]] 13 18,500 25.500 %) " 140 28 ™
Des2M 3 3.7 21,008 1, 23 1,500 » ne
| ] » 21.000 12208 m n - 3 (3}
BONZIO n 11,500 19,000 ] » 3% "e
Di1ezo} 1} 14608 33,00 m [ ] 1 e - .
DIZN 12 20.600 9.400 (3} [ ] - 3 » ved ve
12200 b3 ] 2280 30,700 308 2 - 4 (17 038 [% 1 2
[ 13y /1] 1] 19.650 19,300 [ ) 0 . 33 3 . . .
[ Yir/ ] - .he 27,000 m 1] n 3
BASOAD(DUP) - 1300 1120 } ] - . n
2281 94 11,000 27,000 ) %) 19 [1]
BBOIDDUP) L B 299 36,400 3% n - 1" ]
D29ZN 2 12400 43,200 513 n ] m

® . Descied aDOve contract roquissd quantsesion kst (CRQL. ) us contracs requuscd detccuon bma (CGUIL).

* - . Net dstected aBOve CRUL, CRIN, or stherwise qualified.




TABLE 12

OETECTION SUMMARY *
VOUs AND ARSENIC IN GROUND WA 12N

(Cont entraiiens repertied in pgh.)
POWELL. HOAD LANDIL L.
BUSER BEIGHTS, O
Parameters
Wells Wth  Sampling Vingl 1.3-Dichiassathene Methylene 1.0.0-Trichioso- Trichieso Arsenkc
Detectien  Dvant ** Chilartde Ascsiens Chiarssthons Chlershendene 1,0-Dichisresthane etad) Chiestde sthans athene
Ounslie
Upper Aquiter
A 4 - 7 [}
3a ] - - - "
12 » . . u 164
4 - 12 . )
A ] ” ? Ww!
. - - - 7]
4 - - n ] L ]
SA ] (13
A ] 12 (16 ap) . 23 O aup) - " 28 (29 aup) 110 (420 qupy . o8 (49 dup)
- . . . . - - 0 (7 eupi
Trtmary Aquiter
1]} 2 - - - - . [
- ) . - - . 130
3 - . - - % Wy
4 - - - - aQ
43R e - - (}] . 41 (140 duplicass)
1nc I . . . A . ‘ - : . 0’
2 . - . - . : : - 135
Ofsle
Primary Aquites
1% 4 . . . " . b) .
158 4 1y dupy
* - Detocted abave coalract-required quantiation hami (CRQL) 0r costract-sequered desecisus huut (CRIN.).

°* - Not detecied sbeve CRQL., CRIN., ov stharwine qualified

** - Samgle coliectien dmee:
Sample Evest | - sampies collected 127171988
Seampls Event 1 - Ssampies coliected /11988
Sampie Event 4 - Samples collecied JanfFeb-9i



TABLE L3

SUMMARY OF CHEMICALS DETECTED IN THE
ELDORADO PLAT AREA GROUND WATER MONTTORING WELLS

(Conmmretoss reperisd i uyl)
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER HEIGHTS. OHIO
RME
Expamnee Point USEPA Regian V
Froqueney of Arithmetie Range of Detocted C ensantretion Exspesure Point
Chamicad Detostinnta) Meamib) Conssmrastons {al} welle) Conesatretiome)
Orgames
i.2-Dichiorosthess (1owal)® 2710 27 13-38 29 AR
bisi2- Ethylhexy! pthalass® 1/6 3 3 L)) ND
Trichlorosthess® 2710 3 48.83 16 53
{nergamecs
Alumusum® 1/6 24 2.7 2.7 2848
\reme £16 43 1-91 12 ND
Janum 616 2 136 - 340 140(d) 146(d)
Calcum 6/6 $9.000 78.500 - 103.000 97.000 103.000(4)
Cobalt 5/6 s.7 le4-88 .84 L R0)]
Copper 376 6.8 1.6 1.6d) 1.6d)
Cyanxde 176 56 L K ] 6.8 ND
lrom $16 1.200 52-3.220 3.220(é) 3.220(6)
Lead® 2/6 2.4 -7 27D ND
Magaeamm 6/6 35,000 30.600 - 39,700 39.000 39.700(d)
Viasganess 5/6 64 266- 148 148(d) 45.6(d)
Mercusy 376 02 02 0.2(d) ND
Poumamum 516 3.900 2500 5.5%0 ' $.580(d) $.530(d)
Seleamum 176 2 13 1 13(d)
Sodivm 6/6 26.000 1.340 - 40.350 40.350(d) 19,400(d)
Saosuum 6/6 1.000 301 - 1,498 1.49%d U
V aandium 6/6 56 27-88 L.5() 8.5
Zise 6/6 68 4.7-103 93 1.6d)
« 2 Chemmuens of polessal COBCEra.
ND = Not dewscrad 18 sampis.

fa)mumdmummmumdwnuu

ausmber of samples asalyssd.

(h)ﬂu“uﬂeu.nwmumwﬂwdhm

lirnia for soe-detecied valuss.

(c)m“dynﬁWISl.‘WUl Thess weils vers coamdered 0 repressat the “cssser
of the plume’ for the Edorade Plat ares as por U.S. EPA Regien V Guidanes (US. EPAJOEPA. 1991)

) m—-mu—-n—&.-u;unmmmm
ua.amm--.u-duum-—m

Sowres: Secuoa 6 of the Remedéal [avestigation.




TABLE 14

SUMMARY OF CNENICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN FOR THE
POMELL ROAD LAMOFILL, CHIO
(ORGANICS)

€£LDORADQ
IAS VENT  LAMOFILL  SURFACE SUBSURFACE  >.M.R. N-SITE LAT NEEDMORE
“HEMICAL /APORS  _lQUIDS  SOILS SOILS SEDIMENT  AOUNOWATER  TOUMDWATER  ROUNOWATER

p ]
[ ]

ACEMAPHTHENE

ACETONE

ANTHRACENE

AROCLOR 1016

AROCLOR 1256

SENZENE

BENZOLIC ACID
SENTO()ANTHRACENE
SENZ0(2)PYRENE
SENZ0(D)FLUORANTHENE .
8ENZOC(g, N, 1 JPERYLENE
BENZOCK ) FLUORANTHENE
BENZYL ALCONOL

BUTANONE (2-)

SUTYLEENZYL PHTHALATE
CARSON OISULFIODE

CHLORO (4-) METHYLPHENOL (3-)
CHLOROBENZENE
CHLOROETHANE

CHLOROFORM

CHRYSENE

00T (6,6')

0 1BENZOFURAN

01BENZOCa, N IANTNRACENE
O1CNLOROBENZENE (1,2-)
DICHLOROBENZENE (1,6-)
OICHLOROBENZIOINE (3,3'-)
OICHLOROETHANE (1,1-)
OICMLOROETHENE (1,2-)

O ICMLOROPROANE (1,2-)

O ICHLOROPROPENE (TRANS-1,3°)
DIETNYL PHTHALATE
DIMETHYLPHENOL (2,6-)
OINITROCA,6- )METHYLPHENOL (2°)
DI-N-BUTYL PHTHALATE
01-N-OCTYL PNTHALATE
ETHYLBENZENE
81S(2-ETHYLNEXTL)IPHTHALATE
FLUORANTHENE

FLUORENE

HEXANONE (2°)
[NOEN0C1,2,3-c,d)PYRENG

1 SOPNORONE

METNYL (&4-) PENTANONE (2-)
METHYLNAPHTHALENE (2-)
METNYLPHENOL (2-)
METHYLPNENOL (6-)
NAPHTHNALENE

NI1TROBENZENE

N -] TROSCD I PHENYLARINE
PENTACHLOROPHENOL
PHERANTNRENE

PHENOL

pPYRENE

STYRENE

TETRACHLOROE THENE

TOLUENE

TRICNLOROETMANE (1,1,1)
TRICHLOROETHENE

VINYL CHLORIDE

XYLENES (TOTAL)

I TP
L]
[ B 3
. e
D 8
N
x

.

»

22
e

J P
[ »
LR X X X

e e e K
.
.

P
]
LR B R B N W SEEE I 8 ST 3
[ B 8 & & SCINEE SN
P O XXO -

»
LA L
.

.
LRI 3¢ GECIEP  SEUIE S )

D T T R S TR I SRR ]

S MMIMPEIMI I » I ICI I o I o I+ X o K XXM I I 0
LI I I N A R

L L . 2 I B B B R R R I R S B R}

exwmxx~333332333333¢cad32 22332337 g2 e

o o 0 o s s o D e s 3 s DI ¢ I o oI 2 IIMIM s s D s s 2o 28 s I K
€ ¢ & & ¢ 2 o 3 2 B s ¢ 3 s b ¢ s 0 0 X e s MMM 2 2 s 2 2 0 2 0 b M ¢ P

[ I T T B RN N ~ R S N R I S ST R BN S S o BRI % S BRI SEC T S S S Y S S S R SR = O
P _ ¥ _SEr SRS ST T T T T T NN TR Y SN SR SN SR S SN SRR RN S S R TR B S ST N 3 SR T R S T |
LI I e )
.

. 2. ¢ BN . 2 2.2 2 8 2 .8 2 8 8 F 8 9

LN R I I I R I )
LI O S Y N EE _ 2 R )

X = Selected as 8 chamical of potentisl concern.
0 = Not seilected; within background levels.

- s Mot detected

na s Not snalyied for.

G.M.R. 3 Greet MNigmi River



TABLE 1S

SUMMARY OF CMEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN FOR THE
SOMELL ROAD LANOFILL, CHIO
( {NORGANICS)

G.M.R. STREAN £L00RAOO
UANOFILL SURPACE  SUBSURFACE  3.M.R. STREAM  SURFACE  SURPACE MN-SITE SLAT VEEDMORE

ZMEMICAL .lQuios SOILS S0ILS SEDINENT  SEDIMENT «ATER wATER SROUNOUATER AREA AREA

o
.
.3

ALUMTNUM
AT IMONY
ARSENIC
ARIUN
JERYLLIUM
ZADMIUN
SALCIUM
SHROMIUM
CISALT
COPPER
SYANIDE
{RON

LEAD
wAGNES UM
MANGANESE
VERCURY

4 {CKEL
2QTASSIUM
SELENIUN
SILVER
SCD UM
STRONTIUM
THALL (UM
VANAD UM
ZINC

00

LR L L P L LR S 8 8 4
FIMMOMMOMOMMOMXXOO0OO0OXO
P MMTMMXM s MMXMXOT X0 *+ O
e M emMMOM s MMOMm c O00 + O
e MMOMm s MMOM - OO * O
rMMOgMOmMmMOom - goo -

eMM .+« MM c MEAOMOMMOM « XOX + O
o nan .

s OMm

saom .
MO I OMXMMMOMMXMOMM>XM » XxXO0O0 + X

MO tOM ¢ + M +« MMM « N + M o XXX
MO cOM MM . OMMXMOMMOm .

M X mx
MmO XxXxm .
MmO + xm .

~mo

MO ¢« XM « « +
~mOo

-

Selected as chemical of potential concern.
Not selected; within dDackeround Levels.
Not selected; biank contaBtnent.

]
s
ted. )
: :::c::::f autrient used as besis for removel in sccordance with USEPA Region v specifications (USEPA 1991e).
L]



JRAL TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHMEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CCNCERN

TABLE 16

Slooe d@IQNt . Slooe
Factor (SF) at-Evigence Zactor Ihronic RfD Target QD .ncertainty
hemicat (mg/kg-cay)-! Classification Source (mg/Rg-cay) aroan Source Zactor
IRAL
Jrganic Chemicals:
Acensgnthene 3 IRIS 5.008-02 liver RIS 3,000
Acetone -ee b IRLS 1.008-01 kidney/iiv RIS *, 300
AnTAracene cee 0 IR1S 3.008-01 none ooser (RIS 3,000
Senzo(a)anthracene ces (8) 82 IR1S .ee aee cee
Senzene 2.908-02 A IRIS see cee IR1S “e-
Benzo(a)pyrene 1.158+01 [ H HEAST “ee cee vae
genzo(b) f Luoranthene - (8) 82 (RIS cee cee cee
Senzo(g.n, | Jperytens se- 0 IR1S -es (8) .e vee vaa
Benzo( k)t luorsnthene s (9) 82 IRIS aee cea cee vam
Senzovc acid ... 0 .38 4. Q0K mnaiaise IRLS 1
dentyt siconol .- cee 3.008-01 forestomec HEAST ',000
2-Sutanone (methyl ethyt ketone) 0 (RIS 5.008-02 (b,c) Ffetotox RIS ‘. 000
SutvidenzyipntRatste ae. c RIS 2.008-01 Live/orain ns *,200
Carpen Oi1sulfide cee .. see 1.008-01 (c) fetotox RIS 30
«-Chioro=3-methyionenot --
(e-Chioro-m-cresot) s <-- ... - .- NEAST
Chiorooenzene e 0 R1S 2.008-02 Liver IRIS 1,000
chiaroetnane vee se- “ee cee cee vee cae
Chlorotorw 6.10€-03 82 118 1.008-02 Liver 1§3¢ ] 1,000
Chrysene see (8) 82 IR eve .ee NEAST -.-
oot 3.408-01 82 1§38 5.008-06 (q) liver Les IRIS 100
0i-n-tutyighthalate cee eoe cee 1.008-01 mortality IRIS 1,000
Di-n-octyt phthalate wee s-e cee 2.008-02 (o) livee, kidN NEAST 1,000
0 ibenzo(a,h)anthracens ~e= (8) 1 IRIS “ee coe —ee cen
7ibengoturan e 0 IRIS ses (2) .o HEAST oo
1,2-0ichiorobenzene cee 0 IR 9.008-02 tiver IR1S 1,000
1,4-0ichiorcnenzens 2.608-02 (f) c HEAST 1.008-01 kidney HA 1,000
3,3’-Dichioropengidine 4.508-01 [ T IR1S cee cos veo eee
1,1-0ichiorosthans soe c 1{ ]]] 1.008-01 (o) kigney HEAST 1,000
cise1,2-Dichiorocethene soe ] 1{ }§ ] 1.008-02 hematel HEAST 3,000
trans-1,2-Dichiorcethene se- ees cee 2.008-02 liver IRIS 1,000
0ichioropropanes see wee cee seo cee HEAST see
1,1+, 1,2-, 1,3+, 2,2°)
1,2-0ichioropropans 6.008-02 (1) 2 NEAST cee com HEAST eee
1,3-Dichloropropene - 1.808-01 ” NEAST .o —ee vee
crans+1,3-0ichiorcpropens e=e cee “ee 3.008-06 kidnev IRl 10,000
Diethvighthalate -ee o 1§ 31 ] 8.008-01 Sody wt. RIS +,000
2,4-01mecnyiphenat see -ee cew 2.008-02 neure/hems IRl 3,000
£ thylDenzene cee 0 IR1S 1.008-01 Liver,kidn In1s 1,000
bis(2-Ethyihexyt Jphthalate 1.608-02 ¥ f }¢ ] 2.008-02 liver IR1S 1,000
f luarenthens oo see see 4.008-02 kidvliver IRtS 3,000
Fluorene soe 0 IS 4.008-02 hematol 1{1¢] 3,000
Z.”m scow YT coa sew P m coew
{ncenet(1,2,3-¢,d)pyrens =ee (8) 62 IRl cee coe cvo s
| sopnorone 4.108-03 c RS 2.008-01 kidney 1S 1,000
4-Methyl, 2-pentanone (MIBK) oo coe see $.008-02 liver/kidney  HEAST 1,000
z.m‘mm.‘“ T oo emw Yy (.’ cow sow com
2-NHethyiphenot (o-creset) eeo =e- cee $.008-02 neuretex IN1S 1,000
4-Nethyiphensl (p-creset) “ee cee soe $.008-02 noureta IS 1,000
N-N1{trosodiphenylanine 4.908-03 [} {38 ] eee cee cee cee
Naghthalens cee 0 1§ 3¢ ] 4.008-03 () <oedy wt NEAST 10,000
Nitrooenzene ose coe coe S.008-04 (b,¢) liver/kidn f 31 ] 10,000
PCBs (total) 7.708+00 (1) 2 iR1s 1.008-04 (m) fetotex Clamsnt 100
Pentacniorophenot 1.208-01 82 IR1S 3.008-02 liv/kid IRIS 100
Phenanthrene .ee ] RIS ~ee (8) cee HEAST see
.. 0 IR1S 6.008-01 fetal wt RIS 100

Phenot




TABLE 1§ contimned)

ORAL TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CNEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERM

Sione veignt- Slooe
fsctor (SF) 2t -Evigence actor Chrontec RfD rareet 0 .rcertaIne

hemicat (mgseg-aav)+! Classitication Source  (™g/Kg-Gav) argan source Z3etor
Svreme cee 3 RIS 3.008-02 xidaney R 3,30
Styrene 3.008-02 () 32 HEAST 2.008-01 REC/L 1 ver :l}: '.aog
Tetracniorostnene $.10€-02 (g) 82 HEAST ‘.00g-02 Liver ‘R1S 1,300 .

(parcnioroetayiene)

Toluene ] IRIS 2.008-01 Liver,xian RIS 1,000
1,1,1-Trichioroetnane s 0 Ir1S 9.008-02 (b,e) Liver 1S !, 000
trichioroetnene 1.108-02 82 HEAST 7.358-03 Livee 4A 1,000
vinyt Chlerioe 1.908+00 A NEAST cee vee ves cee
Xylenes (total) cee 0 IRIS 2.008+00 NS, mortat ‘RIS 100

Inorganic Chemicais:
AlumI AU cae oo cee coe vee HEAST .(
Antimony a=e cee 4.008-06 blood chem, 4EAST 1,000
Arsemic 2.008+00 () A IRIS 1.008-03 (o) skin HEAST 1
farium ce cee cee 7.008-02 inc 8P § )¢ ]

Berviiium 4.308+00 82 IRIS $.008-03 total tumor NS 100
Caamum (water) (5) RIS $.008-06 kidney 3¢ ‘0
Zaamum (fooa) s ces 1.008-03 cidney RIS ‘9
chramium (i1 ang Comoounas <. e see 1.008+00 Liver RIS *, 200
snromium Vi ang Compounas ) Ceme IRIS $.008-03 cus ‘RIS <00
Cyanioe ce- eee e 2.008-02 myelin deg RIS 530
Le80 ce. a2 RIS = [of } ] IR1S wee
wercury 0 Ir1s 3.008-06 K{dney HEAST 1,000
Silver cee ee- se. 3.008-03 argyria IRIS 2
strontium . .- cee coe cen ces cew ves
Thallium and compouncs “ee 0 RIS 7.008-08 (k) Serum, Bald HEAST 3,000
vanadium .o cee co. 7.008-03 (e) live,kigne HEAST 100

-- = No data availlable.
* s m/L

(8) No orai toxicity dats sre evailable for thess PAN’S. Howsver, s surrogate valus (for carcinogens eausi to that of
bengo(a)oyrene; for NONCArCINOYENS 6GUBL tO that ot nepnthalens) has Deen assigned.

(D) Based on route to route extrapeiation.

(¢) Being reconsidered by oral RfD worxgroup. o

(d) Velue 13 for 6,4’ -00T.

(e) Under review Dy RfO/RYC workeroup.

(#) Unoer review by CRAVE Workgroup.

(g) Quantitative estimates were not catcutated by CRAVE Workereum.

(h) A unte risk of SE-05 (ug/L)-% has Deen proposed by the risk sssessmant forum end this recosmerumtion has
oeen schecuted for SAS review. This is egquiveient to 1.75 (mg/eg-cey)-! sssuming 8 70 ke individuai
1ngest 2 L of water cer day. This is rounces tO two significant figures Aue to UNCErtainty.

(i) Value is derived from current orinking weter stancerd of 1.3 mg/L; Orinking water documsnt concluded toxieity information
were inageguate for csiculation of an RfD for conper. ™is is eauiveient to 3.718-02 mg/kg-day sssuming & 70 ke
indivicusl arinks 2 L/dsy. This rouws to 4.08-02 dus to uncertainty.

(j) There is insuaguate evidence for carcinogenicity of this compeund by the orsl route.

(k) Velue is thatlium in soluble salts. '

(1) Sssed on Arecior 1260.

(m) Derived by Clemsnt. Sssed on Arssier 1016,

NOTE: [RIS 3 [ntegrated R1sk (nformmtion System - Mareh 1, 1991,
HEAST = Nealth (ffests Assesemant Summry Tables - 1991,
HA 2 Neslth Advisery - Mareh 1987.




TABLE 17

(NMALATION TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CNEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

weignht-
unie Risk (UR) J¢-Evigence Jare Risk hromie RfC Target U _ncercatr
“hemica (ug/m3)-1 slassification Source (mg/m3) argan jource ‘actor
CNNALATION
Jrgenic GChemicals:
Acensgntnens ce. 0 RIS coe “ee RIS cee
Acetone see 0 (RIS see cee RIS
Anthracene [ 0 IR1S “ee cew RIS cea
Senzene 8.3“‘“ A RIS bt .. RIS ..
denzo(a)antnracene cae 82 RIS --- “ne cee cee
Senzo(a)pyrene 1.708-03 82 NEAST . “ew  aee veu
Senzo(d)tlucrantnens cee 8 IR1S cee cee ... ven
denzo(g,nh, ! Jperviene se- 0 RIS cee cee e e
genzo(k)filuorantnene cee 82 IRIS see
Sengoic aciad s 0 IRIS cee mee IRIS cee
Senzy\l aiconol .- --- see cee vee HEAST cee
2-futanone (methvi ethyl ketone) cee cee o 3.008-01 cNs wEAST 1,000
Jutylbenzviontnaiate RIS see cee RIS
Zaroen Disulfide -- <. 1.00€-02 fetotox ~EAST *,900
«-Chiora-3-methyionenct nee cee ca. cee ces
Zhlorooenzene . ree 0 RIS 2.008-02 xig/liver HEAST 19,000
Chloroetnene .- ce- see cee cea cee
Chilorotorm 2.308-05 82 IR18 cee cee IRIS
Chrysene ) ves 82 IRIS .se see HEAST .ee
oot 9.708-0% [ ¥ IR1S -es (8) ves {R1S
Di-n-octyl phthaiate cee coe “e. coe cee HEAST vee
Dibenzcta,nh)anthracene s=- ”°’ IRIS cee cee cee cee
Dibengofuran .- 0 IRIS ene wee HEAST cee
1,2-0ichiorobenzene ee 0 RIS 2.008-01 body wt HEAST 1,000
", e-0ichiorobenzens eee c NEAST 7.008-01 Liv/kid HEAST 100
,37-pichiorooenzigine see [ T4 IR1S seo coe cee eee
1,1-0i¢hioroethane .- ¢ IR1S 5.008-01 kidney HEAST 1,000
cis=1,2-Dichioroethens “ee 0 In1s cee cee HEAST “ee
crane=1,2-Dichioroetnene “=- ik ce- coe soe RIS cee
0ichioropropanes .- “e. see coe cee HEAST coe
(1,1-, 1,2-, 1,3-, 2,29) N
1,2-0ichtorocorccene see HEAST coe cee eve cee
1,3-0ichiorooropene 3.708-08 [ ¥ ] HEAST cee eee cee cee
trans-1,3-0ichiorooropene coe coe <= 2.008-02 nasal muco 1S 30
Diethytpathaiate s 0 IRIS cee ceo RIS . ce-
2,4-0 1matnvionenot cee cee cee -ee v RIS ree
Sthyibenzene cee 0 IRIS 1.008+00 develocoment ir1s 300
Dis(2-Ethyihexyl Jonthalate -ee [ ¥ IRtS -ee ees 3 ] “e-
f luorsntnene cee caa -ee ae- ce- IR1S ...
Fluorene e 0 RIS == LR IRIS . eee
Z'”.!m cow eww ecoe soa com le’ anm
Indeno(1,2,3-¢c,d)pyrene cme [+ IRIS “ee cee cee cee
{ sophorone v C RIS cse cee IRIS oee
4-Methyl,2-pentanone (MIBK) coe soe cee 8.008-02 liv/kid HEAST 1,000
2-Methyinaonthal ene —ee “me cee cee —ee c=e eee
2-Methyipnenol (o-cresel) coe b cee cee coe IR1S ses
4-Methyitpnenol (p-cresel) cee see see .o cee IRLS oo
Methyt Ethyl Ketone (2-butanene) see 0 IntS soe cee s=e cme
N+ itrosodi pheny amine cee e IRIS ~ee see ces cee
Nephthalene eee [+] 1§38 ] see “ee NEAST coe
Nitrobenzens cee oo cee 2.008-03 liver/kidn HEAST 3,000
PCBS (totat) o=e see cee see soe IRIS eee
Pentach Loroonenotl cee 2 HEAST con cee InIS cee
Phenanthrens ceo 0 (RIS cee eee NEAST see
Phenet cee 0 IRIS see ces IRIS .-
pym o= D l.l' cee b l.ls cee
Styrene §.708-07 (M 82 NEAST cee cee Ir1s cee
Tetracnioroethene 5.2008-07 (&) [ ¥4 HEAST eee “ee IR1S cee
(perenioroetnytens)
Tolusne see 0 IR1S 2.008+00 cus, frrit NEAST 100
1,1,t-Trichioroethans oo 0 IRIS 1.008+00 Livee HEAST 1,000
Trichlorosthens 1.708-06 (d) 82 HEAST vee cee 1§38 4 cee
iyl Chioride 8.408-0% A HEAST mew cae s=e ;6;)

vylens (totat) cee (] Ir1s 3.008-01 cNS, resp HEAST




TABLR 17 (contimmedl)

‘NNALATION TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF

POTENTIAL CONCERN

Jergne.
ynit Risk (UR) ‘:P-Evmmt Jat sk “hromie RYC Target U .acercamnt
Tvemican (ug/m3)-1 Zlassifrcation source (mg/m3) argan Source tactor
‘margamic Chemicals:
Alumimum b tee i s <o 4EAST
ART IMONY cee s vee see Cancer RIS tee
Argemic 4.308-03 (e} A IR see cancer RIS
garium - e e 5.008-06 Fetotox WEAST 1,00
dervitium 2.460€-03 82 InIs -ee ‘oo s ?
Zaamium 1.808-03 a IR1S “ee vee (Ris e
chremium | (1 ang Compounas ce i se. 2.008-06 .nesal muco “EAST 300
Zhromium v| ana Compounas 1.208-02 A Ir1s 2.008-06 nasal muco <EAST 300
:Vm‘“ PEX see sew sew smw :.l‘ ceew
Lead see 82 139¢ ] ceo CNS RIS -
Mercury, 'merganic tee -ee -ee 3.008-06 neUretox HEAST (
Stiver s-e mee cee bk b RS (R
S!rm“w LN 4 ess LER ] cece LEX ] XX en o
hatli1un ang COMDOUNIS see 0 1§} ] ces ($) co. NEAST vee
Y Y EE X see sow e e NE"' es @

‘anadi1um

-+ 2 NO Gata evariaoie.
° = mg/L

(2) Basea on &,6-00T.

(b) Unger review Dy CRAVE vWorkgroup.

(¢) Guantitative sstimates wers not calculated
(d) Sased on MeTaLOl 280 GOse.

(¢) An sosorption fector of 30X s used to calculate

(f) Sased on thatlium 1n soluble salts.

"E: (RIS

2 [ntegraten Risk |
HEAST = nealth Effects As

nformation System - Mareh 1, 1999,
sesament Summary Tables - 199%,

by CRAVE Workgrowp.

the unit risk from the siope fascter.




TABLE 18

S=upAR[SON OF CHEMICAL ZSNCENTRATICNS FCR CHEMICALS ZF OQTENTIAL IINCERN DETEE"2 AT "af 27wE.. 1=A3 _ANOF!L.
“9 FEDERAL wax|mumMm CONTAMINANT (E,ELS
:lsncentrations recarted ‘N L9/ 0\ )

figoraco Plat
“anItOring weiLs ln-S1te Yonitaring wetLs
....................................................... :ﬂ.f.l
“ax1mm “aximam v 3% mum
iricnmetic Cetected Aritnmetic setectes lzncaminant
-memicat vean lancentrations vesn s3ncentracions .evers
irgamics:
icetone NO NO 5 1.9 -
jenzene NO NO 2.5 2.7 3 (a)
jengoi1c acd NO ) 26 ‘% -
I-jutanone ND N0 *.S 2.$ .
tarpon Disutfiae ND NO 2.5 2.7 .
IhLorooenzene NO NO 2.5 - *30 (B)
Intoroetnane NO NO 7.3 3.3 --
Tt -drentoroetnane ND “0 12 106 .
. 2-Di1entoroetnene (totat) 2.7 3.8 b 7.8 73 (b) (ers)
s:¢(2-EthvinexvL)ONTNALAtE 3 3 “.2 3.8 -~ (P,2)
“aceacnigroetnene N0 N0 .. 2.2 T (o)
© ot t.Tricnioroetnane ND ¥0 3.6 23.3 20 (o
.=vtL Chloriae %0 ND S.e ‘0.8 PR}
(vienes (toTav) NO ND 3.7 : *3,000 (B)
*--zataroetnene 3 .3 NO N0 P ()
.~grganics
ALUmIAUm 26 23.7 5Q e | S0 - 200 (b,
dervitium .- .o 1.8 2.6 1 (P,¢e)
Chromium .. .. 6.8 11.9% 100 (D)
Leaq . 2.6 2.7 3.8 26.3 S0 (a,e)
'S (AL. 1)
Silver .. .. .6 .6 100 (b,a)

-- = Not avariable.

ND 3 NOT cetected In samoOtes.
(P) Prooosed.

AL = action Leveli.

(a) 0 CFR, Part 141-Nationst Primary Orinking water Requiations. 559-%63, 620-621.

/B) Emvirormental Protection Agency (EPA). 1991. Nattonal Primery Orinking water Regulations; final Rule.
Zegeral Register. voi. 56, Na. 20, Wednesaay, Jamery 30, 1991, 3526-3%97.

“2) Emvirormental Protection Agency (EPA) 1990. National Primery 3ng Secormary Orinking water Requiations;
ivngnetic g;nf‘!sgocr'ﬂvelu ang lnorganic Chemicais. Prooesea Rule. Fegerat Register. ol. 53, No. 143,
«@Q. JUlY . .

(4) Seconaary ®CL., ]
(e) The MCL for Leasd is in effect until Cecember 7, 1992 when the Action Level will take its place.

(#) Eavirormantal Protection Agency (EPA), 199%. Orinking water Regulations; Maximum Contaminant Level Goals
and Nationai Primery Deinking water fegquiations for Lead and Cooper: final fuie. Feders. Register:
Jol. S6, No. 110, 26460-26566, Friday, June 7, 1991. Stancergs will go 1nto effect Decamper 7, 1992.



TABLE 19

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOUIA IED WITH
CURRENT LAND USE CONDITIONS

POWELL ROAD LANDESL L.

HUSER HEIGHTS, ONIO
Upper Bound Hazard Indes for
Excess Lifetime Nencarcimogeale
Receptor Population/Expesure Pathwey Cancer Risk ()} Efects (b)

()Mmt(l‘wy

lacidcatal lagesion of Ousite Susfacs Sauk 07 < 3t 03
n-—lc.-n-uo-usd-su E 00 <) 1E04
u—awvoca.iﬁ-(e) 2E-07 <) 1E0)
lacidental ion of Sweam A Sediensat NC <l sk 0S
WWJM“&nMus 7E-08 <1 1E 05
D--d&-ﬂﬂs.mhuaW“ 9E 07 <l SE 04
tecsdensel laganioa uof Grest Miosmi Rives Sesface Wales 4E 07 <1 4E 04
n.uc-m-umu—mww-m 2E 03 <} 1y}
Teal Bapeswse Thoough A Pathways Above (¢) 2E-08 <) 2601
Mﬂ’.-uﬂ“"]

Ww“d&www IE-07 <l 1)
Nﬂwﬂuww SE-09 <l 7k 08
mdwvocm(“ wespassing) JE0) <l SE 04
ww‘lknhw NC <l 2E 03
quwu—-mn Schiment . 6E-08 <i 3k 06
Desmal Comact with Sucam A Surface Wates 1E 06 <} 4L 04
wwammuu Swsface Waser 3E-0) ] 1E 04
WCMMM“MWW«) 3E 03 <l 1]
Total Exposuss Theough All Pathways Abuve (¢) 4E-05 <) T

Page b uf 2




TABLE 19 (centinued)

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH

CURRENT LAND USE QONDITIONS

POWELL ROAD LANDFULL.

HUBER BEIGHTS, OMIO
Upper Bound Hazerd Index for
Excess | ietime Nencarcinegeale
Receptos Population/Espesure Pathway Cancer Risk (2) Electa ()

Nearby Resident (Eldesnde Plat)
Ingesion of Geowad Wates from Resideatiad Wells NC <l o4
lagestion of Grouad Water foom Monitasing Welle 1E-07 < IEO0
lahalation of VOCs Whils Showeriag Usiag Monitoniag Wells 2E-08 NC NC
Desmal Contact with Grouad Water While Showeriag Using Resideatsal Wells NC <l 4E 06
Dermal Comtact with Ground Wates While Showesiag Usiag Moaitosiag Wells 2E-08 <l JIE 04
lagemioa of Fish from Creat Miami Reves Backwater Asea (d) 2E0) >l 6E+00
Inhalntion of Landfill VOC Emissicas (c) JE 06 < 1E-02
Total Expossse From AN Resideatial Well Pashways Abovs (¢) 2E-0) > 6E+00
Total Engose From ANl Mosisaring Well Pushweys Above (s) 2E-0) >1 6E+00

(2) The upper bouad individual cxccss bicume cances nsk sepuescats the addiional prababduy that as iadsvidual
may dovelop cances over & 70 yess lifetimes a8 & sssuh of sxposuse coaditions evalusted.

(®) The hanrd index indicated whether or B0t caposuse t0 minsures of noacascisogeaic chemicals may resuli is
adverse health efiocts. A hazerd inden less than anc ndicaies that humas health effecas are uslikely 1o occue

(c) The kisted risk is an uppes bouad, panticulasly dus 10 the conscrvative landfill cmiseions mode] used, ¥ may
bs ovesssumated by as much as fous esders of maganuds.

(4) The cances sisk is imarsily due to Areclors 1016 and 1254 (PCBs). aad, alshough both Asockus asc bibkcly 1o be
fa boss catcinegeaic than Asoclor 1260, if s dl. both wess svalused using the slogs facsos fos Arocios 1 200.

{(c) K is highly ualibisly that & single individual would bs simuliansously sxposcd teough all of these pathways.
la fact, thers are sumescus possible combiaations of potestial exposuss pathways that could be coasidesed fn
the site. However, cummimive risks acsoss pathways wese prescated as shown abuve 18 accusdance wath HSEPA
Regios VIOEPA (1991) comments ua the Drah Bascline Musk Asscasment (Clement 19910).

NC - Not Calculated. Chemucals associated with enlict carcisugenic or svacaicinogenic cffcits were wot
sclected fos evaluation theough the listed pathway, ur were sot detocted

Sousce - Sccuoa 6 of the Remcdial lavestigation

Page20i2



TABLE 20

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL HEALTH RISKS ASSOCIATED WITH
FUTURE LAND USE CONINTIONS

POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER MEIGHTS, OMNIO

Upper Bound Hazard lades for
Excess Lifetime Neacascimegealc
Receptes Population/Expesure Pathway Camcer Risk (a)
Hypothetical Ouaite Resbdont |
lacideatal Ingestios of Onsue Surface Saul (<) 2k 05 <l Sk 02
Detamal Comtect with Ousite $Usface Seil 4E-08 <1 SE 04
Inhalation of Londfill VOC Bmissions (4) 2E 05 <l 4E02
lagestion of Ousits Grenad Water 1E-03 >l 3E+00
Inhalation of VOCs Whils Showeriag Lisiag Oasic Gsouad Wases 2E-07 <t 2E-02
Dermal Costact with Ousits Gravad Wates Whils Showssiag 3E-06 <i SEO02
Total Exposwse Theough AN Pashways Above (¢) 1E-04 >l IE+00

(a) The ugper bound individual sxcess lifetime cancer sk sepreseats the additional probabeluy that as 1adividual
may dovelop cances oves & 70 yeas lifetims 8e & sesubl uf eapasuse conditions evaluated.

®) The hazed indsn indicates whethes ar 80s caposuss 1o musiwres of noscascinogenic chemucals may sesult ia
advesss hoalth efiocs. A hasesd nden Jass than cac indicates that buman health effccts ase wabbely 10 o cus

(c) The cancey risk is due primarily to casciaogeaic PAlls, which wete conservalively svaluaziod usag osly the slope
(actas s beazo{a)pysens, cas of the mast putest PAMs.

(d) The Esed risk is an upper bouad, pasticuburly duc 10 the cunscrvative laadlill cmssons model used; 0 iy
be overssiamaied by as mnch 80 fous osdess of magnauds.

(c) 1 13 highly walibicly that & single indh vidual wawsld be umultancously caposed through all of these pahways
Ie fact, hess are mmnesuus possible combinations of poseatial exposute pushways that could bs cuamdesed fus
the site. However, cumslative sisks acvoas pathways wese prescated ss shown shovs is accotdance wuth UISEPA
Region VIOEPA (1991) commenns os the Dsah Basclins Kisk Asscssment (Qement 19910).

- Sousce - Secuon 6 of the Remcdeal lavestiganion




TABLE 21

SUMMARY OF RISK-BASED CLEANGLE LENVIL S

POWELL ROAD LANDEILL.
WUBER HEIGHTS, ORLO

Relerence
Calculation Water (mg/l) S impihg) Mogprdy
Remedial Action Objective Table Chemical of Concern Hi=1 106 Risk 10-4Rick 106 Risk 104 Risk 106 Risk  18-4 Risk
Currest §.and Use Conditions
* Nearby scsideats from inhalation of  Exbubi | Vinyl chilonde (T [
of landiill gas cmission
* Ncarby residemts from desnal LExhibit 2 Berylhum (1]] 10
contact with the backwaters 4.4:00T 2 200
of the Great Miami River® Arclor 1016 [TRRIYY 3561
Arochos 1254 0104 36 59
* Neurby reaudents from demmal Labibat 2 Berylhom ol 0
comtact 10 Stream A surface waicr® 4.4-007 2 200
Anclor 116 03006 35 61
Asnxclor 1254 0104 36 59
« Neasby sessudents from mngesiion of Eahibit 2 Berylhum ol 0
fish caugin from the backwaicr arca 4.4-DOT : 2 20
of the Gecas Miami River* ) Anclos 1016 (TR 1Y 35 61
Arncho 1254 0104 36939
* Nearby scsidemis from mhalation of
volaiiles from grousd weter Eabubit 3 Ton Monxihenc 02s 23
Future Land Use Conditions
* Onsite residents from ingestion of Exhibu 4 Beirsoa)pyrcnc 0us b
soil Benzo( 1 Janthracene 00s b)
RBenzo{b)luoranthene 00s b)
Bensofk )luvianihene (11131 s
Chryscac vos ]
Dibeazofe.blanthisaccne Dos S
Indcuu(),2,3-c)pyrene 0os 3
* Onsuc scsidents from inhalation of biahibit 3 Vinyl ehlonde uo)? 12
landfill gas cmissions Bearine 0112 12

Jol2



TABLE 21 (contivued)

SUMMARY OF RISK-BASED CLEANUPLEIVELS

{Contlinued) o i
Relerence
v Culoulation Waler (g 1) Mool aup/bhgy Ay by
Remedial Action Objective Table Chemical of Concern M=\ 10-6Risk 104Kk 106 Risk 104Kk 106 Risk 164Kk
+Onsite seaudents (1um ingestion Eahulnt & Antinnony oS
of ground warcy** Benzoga)anthiacic UK e
Chuysenc 0.000MI7 o)
Viayl chlonude 0.00004 (XL
Anenx O YT 1E]
Berylhwimn 0 U2 TY1 )]
«Onsitc 1esudeats fiom dermal s Cluyscne

comtact with ground waler®®

*Sudl cleanup levels provided due to poicaual surface watcr coatamusam sources boing isulatcd arcas of sl and no Cuticmt use surlace walcs
contamination haviag boca desecicd dusing the Rl sampling. '

«oFuture land use nsks from grouad waler based on exposure 10 lcachaic constitucnts

$90Cleanup ke veh specific (s this pathway asc #ot calcultcd brcause (1) dermal cxposurc guilan
is aul yei availablc from the 11.S. EPA aad (2) ground waics will be scmediated lased va
sisks associated with ingestion of ground waier.

.~
20l2 N
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TABLE 23

STATE OF OHIO: SURFACE WATER STANDARDS

FOR THE POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
HUBER HEIGHTS, OHIO

Use Designations
W .
Hemaa [aside Water Supply (ug/L)
Qutside Mxing Zong  Health Mixiag Public Agricuitural
30-Day 30-Day Zome Water Water
Chemical Maximum Average Average Maximum Supply* Sepply®
Organic Chemical
Arocior 1016 NA 0.001 0.00079 NA 0 NA
Arocior 1254 NA 0.001 0.00079 NA 0 NA
Benzene 1.100 560 710 2.100 5 NA
Benzota)endracene NA NA 0.31 NA 0.028 NA
Benzoub)flucranibene NA NA 031 NA 0.028 NA
Benzotk))luoranmens NA NA 0.31 NA 0.028 NA
Benzota)pyrene NA NA 0.31 NA 0.028 NA
Chrysene NA NA 0.31 NA 0.028 NA
44-DDT NA 0.001 0.00024 NA 0.00024 NA
Dibenzo(a.h)entracene NA NA 0.31 NA 0.028 NA
[ndeno( 1.2.3-cd)pyrene NA NA 0.31 NA 0.028 NA
Trichioroethene 1,700 75 807 3.400 5.0 NA
Viayl chioride NA NA 5.250 NA 20 NA
Inerganic Chemical
Antimony 650 190 4,300 1,300 14 NA
Arsenic 360 190 NA 720 50 100
Beryllium ¢ ¢ 1.17 ¢ 0.068 100

% Values presenied are based 00 buman heaith 30-day average.

® Values presented are based on 30-day average.

¢ Values can be estimased based on water hardness and Tables 7-10, 7-11, and 7-12 of Water Quality
Standards, Obio EPA Reguistions OAC 3745-1-22,




TABLE 24

STATE OF OMIO

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs

POWELL ROAD LANDFILL

HUBER SEIGRTS, ORIO

Lecation

Restwricied asens fov epen busning

Roodplains, sand o1 gravel pits,
wetlends, assas shovs sels soure
apeifene

Pumcsabls wasie duposel sues

Arcas of sciamic asctivity and

Location, suing of new grouad
waier welle

Requirement

Opea burning prehibited wuhout
QEPA penmisslon. .

New solid wasis lendfills os sapansion
of cristing solid wase lendlills
prevented in aseas nated

Esplosion gas monitoriag plas.

Resuscicd suing of hasardous wasie
TSOF.

New welMls must be locatcd and

Clisilon
OAL 17451903
ADCD
OAC 37452707
A.B

OAC INS-27-02
B.E

OALC 3143-54-18
A.B.C

OAC IS 94
A B



TABLE 2S

STATE OF OMIO
ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
MUBER BEIGRTS, ORIO
Aclions Requirement Clistion
An Suippiog Malhmciion and mantenance, s OAC 3145-15 06
polhaion contiel equipmans.
A polhsion nuisance prohibucd. OAC NS 15402, A
Geod enginvcring stack height requeed. OAC 3745-16-02. 8. C
Osgasuc masiar caussion conkol from OAC 3I45-21400, A, 0.
steliamary sowsces (best availeble
centvel sechmelegy).
A sl waley pesws cnlcsia asbicns OAC 31433103
it qgaekty sopetard and bast ovailnble
tactmalegy.
Inapection roqascencets fu hasdnn OAC }43-54-13, A - CI®)
waste fncilities.
Design and eperation of hamedous OAC 3143-34.31(8)
wasts lacilnise.
Emorgency apipmens; OACINI M-IL A B.C.D
commnmicstion, slarm, local aushoruy OAC 3745 34-33
anangaments, costingency plen OAC 3)43- 34 M
Camilants, emes gency cossdinater, OAC 3043 3430 A
cmpnpansy pracedisce, plan OACINS 432 AF
amebunnte. OAC )45 34- 53
OAC 3743.34.%, A 110
Coanoct degads sis quality whare OAC 37451708
enisting quiity is sgal to o5 grates
Gan spscified in OAC 3M43-17.02
Visble comissions and suisance. OAC 304517202
Reswicsions on pasiculete comissions OAC 3743-12-10
rom fuel buming oquipment.
MEMWCG OAC 345 1702
pasticulass.
Amincsst ax quality sianudasds fus sullve OACINS 102
dozide.
~~ Fan

ol 2




TABLE 1S5 (coatinued)

Actlons

Au Suipping
(Com')

Requiremest

Sulhs diozide camssson bhmat
provisime.

Opon burning standacds in non-
sosmicted asens.
Ambicnt sis qualery stanslasds snd
gidelines (us casbon manassde, e20n¢,
and con-smethuns hydrocasbens.
Cannct degrade s quality whare

enisting is oqual b0 o1 greates
(] W OACINS- N0

Conaol of cmassions of carbon
manetids Hom setivasry sewsces.
Assbicot ais quality standesds fos
aivegm Sisaides.

Mothods for meanscimess of siogen
danades.

Camnot dcgrade s ialty whae
anisting quality is aqual to a5 greascs
e in OAC 3245-3-01.

Nivogen disasds emission contol:
slatiohary SOusOS.

Emission contvol program if cams 0 23
ten pus doy or moee of air cutesmanats
fas ohich ax puiity sndwds bed bom
odogud.

Provides suthas ity 0 prosocise fus
vielstions of eny secien of Qhapte
.

Cansarvancy dastncl rulcs and
coguistions pastaining to chamncls,
ditches, pipes, sswans, atc.

Au pollution nusance prolubited.

VOC emission control, stationary
soMsOzs.

el 12

Cltatien

OAC 3243-13 04

OAC 3743 1805, A

OAC 3451806, A -G

OAC 3145-1904. A - D)

OACINS- DI 02

OAC 3743-21 03

OAC IN3-2108

OAC 3143- 2308

OAC I I

OAC 43 23 4

OAC 3NS5 206

OAC 3245-2503

ORC ITIM10

ORC 610119

OAC 3143 1500, A

OAC S 109
0ACIMI N B2



Actlions

| cachate Removal
(Cot'g

Closuss with
W‘hlhs

TABLE 1S (cuatisucd)

Requirement

Addstscnal permst infosmation s
haswdous wasle siarags &8 Unka.

Emcagency apupie.
comemmication, alarm, bocal sautlunnty
amengements, conlingency plan
onstants, emnes geacy cosvdmates,
cmssgeacy procedecs, and plaa
amendmeats.

Design of wank sysicms, componemts,
censeinmend, ok dotocusn, apevating
soquisemonts, inspections, scapenss to
opills as beaks, cloawre and post-
denwe.

) snation of
m~~.ﬁh
Rogascmncess for lcachels management
i aafle mannee.

Provides suthanty o psosscuse fur

vislatinns of any secaies of Chapter
.

Provides aushosny 40 invesisgaie
condislens @ eny s8s where he
eatmend, stosge o dispasal of
hassedous wasts nuy eonstibute s theead
o public hoakth or safety, or Gusaten
coptaminstion of the envissumnmt.
Neoaious sancils and uvhstruction/
polbdion of watarwey prahubusd.

Eaplosive gas monitoring plan end
imagection saqueresnsms.

Conditions bos dasposal of ace
hazardous wasis Haed m 9 CF .
2133 (o).

Ay pollution susmu ¢ prolubucd.
Emussion controls fos fugitive dust.

Allowable methoda of solid waste
aaposal.

Jeol 12

Citatllen

OAC 33 50-44_ A CHW)

OACIIS A B LD
OAC 30453433

OACIUS- 4N

OAC IS 343 A
OACINMS 452 AF

OAC 3143-94.5$

OAC 3045.34-56. A K8}
OAC 31433592, A F

OAC 3145-33.93,. AG. |
OAC 31453394, A.B. C
OAC I43-3593. A-D

OAC 3743-33-96, A, B.C. L. E.
F

OAC 3745-55.97. A, pl®)

OAC IN5-53-148)

OACINMS-27- 14

ORC 37M4-10

ORC 31342018

ORC 3762.13
ONC 3734040
ORC 3134 14188
OAC 3451300, A

OAC 35 1708 AL A2, B. D
OAC 3745 2705, A.B.C




TABLE 15 (coatiaued)

_e .

Actiens

Closwe with Wane
In Place (Capping)

Requirement

Tochnical information and saiutary
landfills.

Construcips specifications asd
sanitary landfills.

Sanaary landfill opesssonal
oginsents.

Sanitery lendfill and ground water
ausiterag

Fmal closure and sanutary landfill.
Post-clesuss case, sanitary landfill.
Permit informanon and ol hazasdous
‘waste facibhiss.

Parmis informanon fos all hazasdous
bnd opesal faciliniee.

Esteblish substandive reqpasements for

hamsdows woss et snd dispesal
posmite.

Genaral analysss of hasasdous wasic.

Inspeciion reqpascancans fos haznsdns
wasts facilities.

Lecaton stendarde fos hazasdaus wasie
TR hacilisies.

Desga and epersisun of ha dous
waste facibuies.

4ol 12

Cliatien

OAC 37452706, B. ¢

OAC 52708, ¢ DU
OAC 3045-27-10. A.B. G
OAC 374527 06. 8. C
OAC 37452108, D-H
OAC Y4S-21-.N. O
OAC 34327 1LA 8. G,

OAC3INS 2114 A
OAC 3745-22-10.8.C. D

OAC 3145-27-01,A.B. G
OAC 3745-27-04. A
UAC 1743-50-44(8)

OAC 3743-50-44, Al®)

OAC 3743-50-44, B, C8)

OAC 3743-54-1), At®)
OAC INS-3415, A - ()
OAC INMS-54:-07, A - L)
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL
MONTGOMERY COUNTY
HUBER HEIGHTS, OHIO

PURPOSE

The Responsiveness Summary serves two vital functions; 1) it
provides the U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA with information about the
views of the public, government agencies, and potentially
responsible parties (PRPs) regarding the proposed remedial action
and other alternatives; and 2) it documents how comments have
been considered during the decision-making process and provides
answers to all significant comments. :

Comments received during the public comment period identified
major issues and concerns of the public, including the local
community living in the immediate vicinity of the Powell Road
Landfill Superfund Site (PRL). Community comments comprise
Section I below. Concerns of the Potentially Responsible Parties
(PRPs) are identified in Section II below. All comments are
grouped by topic, followed by general comments, if applicable.

I. COMMUNITY CONCERNS

NEEDMORE RQAD PLUME

COMMENT:

I understand this study did not prove a definite link between the
Needmore Road plume and Powell Road Landfill (PRL). However, I
would seek a commitment to continue to look (for the link). A
specific addition should be made to the alternative to continue
to search for linkages between Needmore Road plume and Powell
Road Landfill contamination.

COMMENT :

We're concerned because even though you didn't find a link
between the Needmore Road plume and the landfill, it does not
mean that the link is not there. There's a small chance that it
is. And you're taking a small chance with our future water
supply. I don't think you're doing your job, because I think you
better find out where those contaminants in the Needmore Road
plume are coming from and not just say it could be anywhere, and
we don't know, and move on.

COMMENT:

Does the clean-up remedy for Powell Road Landfill include the
Needmore Plume? If not, will the clean-up remedy result in
determining the origin of this plume?



RESPONSE:

The source of ground water contamination in the Needmore Road
area has been invegtigated by the City of Dayton, Ohio EPA, and
U.S. EPA. VOCs were identified in ground water 4,000 feet south
of the landfill (Needmore Road area). The VOCs identified in the
Needmore Road area consisted mainly of "ethene® VOCs. During the
RI, a search was made to find the possible connection between PRL
and ground water contamination in the Needmore Road area. New
monitoring wells were installed in late 1990 and their locations
were specifically planned to intercept any possible connection
between PRL and the ground water contamination in the Needmore
Road area. However, the sampling results of these wells did not
reveal a connection. If PRL were the source of ground water
contamination found in the Needmore Road area, ground water
contaminants would have been found between PRL and the Needmore
Road area. Additionally, dispersion of contaminants caused by
migration from PRL to the Needmore Road area would occur, and
downgradient contaminants in the Needmore Road area, would be
equal-to, or more likely, less-than the ground water
contamination found at PRL. However, ground water contamination
was not found between the Needmore Road area and PRL, nor were
the Needmore Road area ground water contamination levels equal-to
or less-than contamination found at PRL. The *ethene"” VOC
contaminants found in the Needmore Road area were found at levels
up to 4-times greater than "ethene® VOCs found in ground water
adjacent to the landfill.

Should a connection ultimately be established between PRL and
Needmore Road area, either a ROD amendment or Explanation of
Significant Differences, as appropriate, will be prepared.

Based on the RI, we know where contamination related to PRL is
located and it is important to remediate both existing
contamination and the sources of that contamination to prevent
further migration of contamination away from PRL.

CCMMENT : :

Based on the possibility that a mistake has been made and the
Needmore Road plume is shown to be connected to Powell Road
Landfill, wouldn't it be better to go with Alternmative 7 now? 1In
other words would Alternative 7 better address the Needmore Road
plume than Alternative 57

RESPONSE:

None of the alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan
specifically address ground water contamination in the Needmore
Road area. However, based on the limited information available
to the Agencies regarding the ground water contamination in the
Needmore Rcad area, the Agencies believe that Alternative 7 would
not better address the ground water contamination in the Needmore
Road area. Alternative 7 includes all the elements of
Alternative 4, the selected remedial action, but Alternative 7
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also includes extraction of ground water from the primary aquifer
adjacent to the landfill and extraction of ground water from the
primary aquifer south of the river, in the Eldorado Plat area.
The ground water components in Alternative 7 actively remediates
ground water contamination identified in the shallow and primary
aquifers adjacent to the landfill and the primary aquifer south
of the river (Eldorado Plat area). None of these ground water
elements, nor any element included in any of the seven
alternatives, will address ground water contamination in the
Needmore Road area.

COMMENT :

The combination of significant vertical flow potential below
Powell Road Landfill and much higher levels of contamination at
the bottom of the landfill, suggest that in the RI some possible
connection between Powell Road Landfill and Needmore Road Plume,
may have been missed, and that the landfill may be the source of
Needmore Road Plume.

1) Data from the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report
indirectly suggest that Powell Road Landfill is capable of
generating a much larger contaminant plume than is suggested
in the RI. Data from the RI Appendix show there is a
stronger downward vertical flow gradient than horizontal
flow gradient below the unconfined portions of the landfill.
If Powell Rcad Landfill is capable of generating a larger
contaminant plume than is suggested in the RI, and
groundwater below the landfill is flowing downward at a very
steep gradient, there may be a zone of contaminant transport
between Needmore Road Plume and Powell Road Landfill that
has not yet been detected.

2) The Remedial Investigation Report (RI) for Powell Road
Landfill contains two highly questionable approaches to
predicting the concentration of contaminants at the base of
Powell Road Landfill: 1) averaging vent VOC levels from the
landfill (7,050 ug/1) and, 2) using mass balance equations
to back-calculate contaminant concentrations at the base of
the landfill assuming that contaminant levels in MW04B
represent the highest attainable levels of contaminants in
the RI (p.5-12), (5,477 ug/1l). Using these calculations the
Remedial Investigation Report determines there is little
serious health hazard from Powell Road Landfill except in
the immediate vicinity of the landfill, by using the value
of 5,477 ug/l for the probable VOC concentration at the base
of the landfill. The RI calculates that leachate from
Powell Road Landfill is diluted to an undetectable level by
the time it reaches the Needmore Road Contaminant Plume.
Using all of the same calculations from the RI, but
substituting in a more environmentally realistic value for
VOC levels at the base of Powell Road Landfill of 547,700
ug/l, it appears that contaminant levels downflow from the
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landfill may present a significant health threat. By using
this value for VOC levels at the base of the landfill, the
concentration of 2992 ug/l, seems a more realistic value for
VOC concentration that can be expected in the principal
aquifer near Powell Road Landfill.

RESPONSE:

Although RI data suggests that PRL i1s capable of generating a
much larger contaminant plume than was identified at the
conclusion of the RI, the RI data identifies the extent and
magnitude of ground water contamination that has been
conclusively linked to PRL. The suggestions that a larger
contaminant plume can be caused by the landfill associated with
PRL and that a strong downward vertical flow gradient of ground
water exists, do not alone support the theory that there is an
actual zone of contaminant transport between PRL and the Needmore
Road area. The RI invegtigated this potential zone of
contaminant transport between PRL and the ground water
contamination found in the Needmore Road area. However, the
sampling results of the study did not confirm the existence of a
zone of contaminant transport between PRL and the Needmore Road
area.

The calculations used to predict the concentration of
contaminants at the base of landfill associated with PRL were
reviewed and approved by the Agencies in February, 1992. It is
not true that these calculations determined that there ig little
serious health hazards from PRL. The risk calculations done in
the RI used data collected from the ground water, air, soils,
surface water and sediment, including leachate, and numerous
risks to human health were identified. These risks are what
drive the remedial action sgselected in the Record of Decision.

The RI calculations were conducted to identify if the levels of
ground water contamination found in the Needmore Road area could
be attributable to PRL. These calculations showed that the
leachate from PRL is diluted to undetectable levels in the
vicinity of Needmore Road. Additiomally, the lack of ground
water contamination between PRL and the Needmore Road area is an
even stronger indication that the two areas are unrelated.
Although the commenter suggests alternate ways of performing
leachate calculations to support the theory of a connection
between PRL and the Needmore Road area, the commenter does not
provide any support for why the calculations are more
scientifically defensible. Although the commenter does not feel
the calculations were done appropriately, the Agencies realize
that the leachate is one of the primary sources of contamipnation
and risks in ground water, in addition to the landfill associated
with PRL, and the selected remedy addresses both the landfill, by
containment, and the leachate, by extracting and treating
leachate. During the remedial action, the actual concentration
of leachate in the landfill will be determined when leachate
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extraction wells are installed in the landfill and leachate is
pumped out.

The Agencies have included a provision in the Record of Decision
that if the connection between PRL and the ground water
contamination in the Needmore Road area is ever found, a ROD
amendment or Explanation of Significant Differences will be
prepared, as appropriate.

MIAMI NORTH WELL FIELD

COMMENT:

The proposed plan does not address the potential impact of the
new Dayton well field located on Rip Rap Island, either on the
effectiveness of the remedy, or migration of the contaminants
from the landfill. Specifically, we'd like to see a mechanism to
resolve responsibility for compensating for any impacts the
Dayton well field may have on the remedy selected for the
landfill.

COMMENT:

We are concerned about the proposed Dayton well field beside the
landfill. The proposed well field is not specifically addressed
in the remedy selection. This is a serious shortcoming. The
remedy selection needs to be based on realistic future use
scenarios.

CCOMMENT :

The proposed well field is mentioned only briefly in the report
(Section 1.2.2 page 1-4) and was not considered in the risk
assessment as a potential receptor of affected groundwater. The
potential for contaminant migration into the planned well field
area during long-term operation of the field should be considered
in the risk assessment, and any implications to the seven
remedial alternatives should be considered.

RESPCONSE:

Ohio EPA's decision to approve installation of Phase I of the
City of Dayton's new Miami North well field (located on Rip Rap
Island) was based on numerous studies by the City from which a
ground water model was developed. This model indicated that
initial pumping rates of approximately 5 million gallons per day
would not induce flow of contaminants from PRL. The City agreed
to constrain pumping rates to these levels, until such time as
remedial actions are underway at PRL. Further development of the
well field will be considered for approval by Ohio EPA contingent
upon an evaluation of om-going ground water monitoring conducted
by the City of Dayton, production capability information, and
contaminant movement informatiom. Information generated by the
selected remedial action is alsc expected to be reviewed. Also,
Ohio Administrative Code 3745-9-04 restricts location of a well
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where contaminants may be conducted into the well. The Record of
Decision provides that a ground water monitoring system that will
be established on PRL (around the landfill and south of the river
(Eldorado Plat area)) to closely observe conditions between PRL
and this area. One of the purposes of the ground water
monitoring system is to monitor for changes in ground water flow
and potential migration of contaminated ground water from PRL to
the Miami North well field.

Mechanisms for resolving responsibility for any impacts the Miami
North well field may have on the selected remedial action rest
solely with the person or persons performing the remedial action
and the City of Dayton. It is the Agencies' respongibility to
ensure that the remedial action (RA) remains protective of human
health and the environment over the duration of the RA. If at
any time it is determined that the ROD is not protective of human
health and the environment, a ROD amendment or Explanation of
Significant Differences will be prepared, as appropriate.

The potential for contaminant migration into the planned well
field area during its long-term operation was not incorporated
into the risk assessment because the risk assessment for PRL was
completed as part of the Remedial Investigation report and deemed
final in March, 1992. At the time the risk assegsment was
performed, the Miami North well field was only a proposal. As 1s
usual for Superfund sites, U.S. EPA's Risk Assegsment Guidance
For Superfund (RAGS) was used to evaluate a number of scenarios.
The scenarios were based on the remedial investigation data which
indicates ground water flow is generally from north to the south
in the vicinity of PRL. Remedial investigations, by their very
nature, are designed to be finite -- a snap shot of the
conditions at a site over a certain period of time. As stated
above, at the time the risk assessment was performed, the Miami
North well field was a proposal. As stated above, Ohio EPA
approved the Miami North well field based, in part, on the City
of Dayton's modelling data that demonstrated that the well field
would have no effect on contaminant migration at planned pumping
rates. Information regarding any actual contamipant migration
will be developed during and after the remedial action. This
information will be considered before any further development of
the well field will be approved. Conditions at any site will
always be changing and there comes a time when the parties
involved mugt decide that sufficient information has been
gathered to select a remedy for a site. The Agencies feel it is
essential to proceed with the selected remedial actiomn at PRL
based on the information gathered to date, which includes
awareness of the potential effects of the Miami North well field
on the scope and performance of the remedial action.



COMMENT :

The groundwater modeling frequently cited to indicate that the
groundwater will not flow from the landfill toward the Dayton
well field, Rip Rap Island, Miami north well field is a Geotrans
model that was completed in the mid-'80s. And Geotrans didn't
have the kind of data that we now have about the conditions on
Rip Rap Island; therefore, their model assumed recharge that we
now know won't occur, because there's a till layer there
extensively covering that area, and they also assumed there would
be recharge from the west. We now know that there's a bedrock
high on the east and extensive till on the west; therefore, most
of the recharge will occur from the east, which is the area of
the Powell Road Landfill. It doesn't seem logical to decide on
the Geotrans model and presuming that the Geotrans model
accurately describes the current conditions.

More recently CH2M Hill has modeled the effect of one well on the
northwest side of Rip Rap Island, which is the first well they
proposed to be put in. Their model suggested that there only be
a one-foot high groundwater divide between Powell Road Landfill
and that one well, when that one well is operated. We have to
presume that if there are any more wells operating it will draw
water in from the area of Powell Road Landfill; therefore, we
think it's extremely important that the Powell Road Landfill
remedial design incorporate the probability that groundwater will
be begin to flow toward the City of Dayton's well field.

RESPONSE:

A number of precautions are in place to ensure that even if
ground water begins to flow from PRL toward the Miami North well
field, the selected remedial action for PRL will not be
compromised and contaminants from PRL will not migrate into the
well field. As noted above, in addition to the modelling done
for the RI, the City of Dayton also did extensive modeling and
determined that the initial phase of development at the Miami
North Well Field would not impact PRL. Further development will
be delayed until the remedy is in place at PRL (i.e.,
contaminants are being captured). Ohio EPA stated in their
approval letter for Phase I development that approval for further
development of the well field would be based on a review of
ongoing monitoring results, production capability information,
and contaminant movement information. Also, Ohio Administrative
Code 3745-9-04 restricts location of a well where contaminants
may be conducted into the well. The details of the City of
Dayton's well field proposal and the Ohio EPA approval letter are
available for review in the Administrative Record for PRL.

COMMENT :

Dayton is installing a new well field, projected to produce 20+
million gallons per day, due west of Powell Road Landfill, on Rip
Rap Island. Most of the well field is located in a zone that
appears to contain a continuous till aquitard. If the till zone
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west of Powell Road Landfill is as continuous as the till to the
south of Powell Road Landfill, then the well field is being
located in a zone of confined aquifer, and the cone of influence
from Powell Road Landfill will likely extend to below Powell Road
Landfill, especially to the south of Powell Road Landfill, where
the till is continuous. This is the zone in the deep aquifer
that is projected in the Feasibility Study, to be pumped for
decontamination. Given the steep downward gradient, the presence
of a confining till layer, and the presence of a large well field
just west of the landfill, an alternative groundwater collection
design might be considered for the landfill. Collection of
contaminated groundwater from directly below the landfill seems a
better way to design the system, since changes in regional
groundwater flow would not affect the system very much. Costs to
install a horizontal drain system would be comparable to costs to
install the deep well collection system being proposed. However,
pumping rates for a series of vertical wells located south of the
landfill would have to be very high to keep the Dayton North Well
Field from changing the regional flow system. It seems that
pumping rates for a horizontal collection system installed below
the landfill would be much lower.

COMMENT : -

In your alternatives, you didn't consider directionally drilling
wells below the landfill, instead of having a line of wells south
of the landfill. 1If you had directionally drilled wells placed
under the landfill you could more easily create a cone of
depression that would reach across the entire landfill. There
are companies that specialize in the installation of those now.
And if you're aren't going to use directionally drilled wells, it
seems logical that you would have leachate collection wells on
the west side of the landfill for the eventual time when the new
Dayton north well field begins to change the direction flow and
begins to move contaminants to the west.

RESPONSE: :

We appreciate your input on this issue. Horizontal collection
systems, which consist of horizontal or directionally-drilled
wells, are the *"wave of the future”®” for ground water extraction.
Currently, the costs of horizontal ground water extraction wells
are high; however, they are being utilized more and more
extensively at hazardous waste sites, and the costs appear to be
decreasing. When the technologies available for remediation of
PRL were first being developed in 1990-1991, this horizontal
collection gsystem technology was not included because it was not
a proven technology as are the traditional vertical extraction
well systems. Additionally, the ground water flow information
for PRL showed that ground water flowed north to south.

However, despite the changes in technologies and the location of
the new well field, the Agencies are confident that the
precautions to monitor ground water during the selected remedial
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action will address the potential for migration away from the
PRL. As identified above, the remedial action will closely
monitor ground water flow and potential ground water contaminant
migration towards the new well field. Additionally, Ohio EPA has
approved installation of Phase I of the new Miami North well
field, based on ground water modelling developed by the City of
Dayton. Further development of the well field will be considered
for approval by Ohio EPA contingent on an evaluation of ongoing
ground water monitoring results, production capability
information, and contaminant movement.

Therefore, the Agencies are confident that extraction of ground
water using vertical extraction wells during the remedial action
will extract contaminated ground water at a sufficient level and
will not be compromised by the new well field. It is the
Agencies' responsibility to ensure that the remedial action (RA)
remains protective of human health and the environment over the
duration of the RA. If at any time it is determined that the ROD
is not protective of human health and the environment, a ROD
amendment or Explanation of Significant Differences will be
prepared, as appropriate.

LOCAL WELL FIELDS

COMMENT:

Have there ever been, today or at any period of time in the last
20 years, any contaminants in the City of Huber Height's water
system (Ohio Suburban Water Company) that are directly
attributable to the Powell Road Landfill? 1If so what would be
the health risk?

COMMENT: '

What will be the impact of the new City of Dayton Miami North
Well Field and the new Ohio Suburban (Huber Heights) well field
on the effectiveness of the remedy at Powell Road Landfill? Will
it change the direction of ground water flow?

COMMENT :

Ohio Suburban Water Company owns and operates 2 well fields;
Needmore well field and Rip Rap Road well field. Each well field
is currently producing approximately 2 million gallons per day on
an average annual basis. The Needmore Road well field has been
pumped at a rate of 6.5 million gallons per day during peak
drought conditions. Special air stripping equipment was
installed and rated at this capacity. The Rip Rap Road water
treatment plant currently has a rated capacity of 2.0 million
gallons per day. Future planned expansions at Rip Rap Road
require a capacity of 6 to 8 million gallons per day.

Consequently, we feel these capacities are necessary to serve the
future growth of their customers. Any reduction of this capacity
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could result in the company having to seek other sources of water
at a significant cost to our customers.

In preparing the final design for the remediation of Powell Rcad
landfill contamination, special consideration should be given to
any affects it might have on current and future pumpage from Ohio
Suburban's Needmore Road and Rip Rap Road well fields.

COMMENT :

Significant use of water resources near the landfill could
influence groundwater flow direction and the distribution of
contaminants.

RESPONSE:

Contaminants were found in Ohio Suburban Water Company's (OSWC)
Needmore Road production wells in 1984. These contaminants are
believed to be from the ground water contamination in the
Needmore Road area. Air strippers were installed at the well
field to remove these contaminants from the ground water. As
stated above, no connection has been found between PRL and the
ground water contamination in the Needmore Road area.

The OSWC conducted a study for their new Rip Rap Road well field.
This study indicates that the capture zone of the new well field
does not reach the PRL Site and will not change the direction of
ground water flow at PRL. This document is available for review
in the Administrative Record.

MONITORING

COMMENT :

The feasibility study and the proposed plan did not address long-
term monitoring after the cleanup objectives have been met and
the groundwater and leachate extraction systems are shutdown.
What is to prevent additional leachate from being generated by
the infiltration of the surface water or ground water and what
monitoring will be done to detect such future releases? The
proposed plan (remedial action) should address the long-term
monitoring that will be implemented to ensure that any future
release which may occur following system shut-down are promptly
detected. The plan should also contain provisions to reactivate
the systems should a future release threaten human heath or the
environment.

RESPONSE:

You are correct; the FS does not address directly address long-
term monitoring. The purpose of the FS is to develop
alternatives which will address contamination and reduce risks
posed by PRL. The Proposed Plan identified the Agencies'
proposed remedial action to address contamination and reduce
risks posed by PRL. Alternatives 3 through 7 of the Proposed
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Plan contained the common component of ground water monitoring.
The Record of Decigsion identifies the Agencies' selected remedial
action to address contamination and reduce risks posed by PRL.
The selected remedial action identified and detailed in the
Record of Decision, contains one component, common toO
Alternatives 3 through 7, identified as ground water monitoring.
The purpose of this component, ground water monitoring, is to 1)
evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment/containment
components of the remedy to reduce risks in ground water; and, 2)
monitor for changes in ground water flow and potential migration
of contaminated ground water from PRL. This component generally
addresses ground water monitoring which will occur during the
remedial action, during active ground water and leachate
extraction and treatment. Details of the ground water monitoring
component, including long-term ground water monitoring, will be
developed during the remedial design of the selected remedy, and
will include a plan which identifies the conditions under which
ground water/leachate extraction and treatment systems will be
reactivated. Additionally, the National Contingency Plan (NCP)
addregses long-term monitoring. The NCP 40 CFR Part 300 Subpart
E §300.430 (f) (4) (ii), states: "If a remedial action is selected
that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
remaining at the gite above levels that allow for unlimited use
and unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such
action no less often than every five years after initiation of
the selected remedial action.” Therefore, since the selected
remedial action at PRL will not directly address the landfill
associated with PRL, but will contain the landfill with the
landfill cap, the NCP requires the U.S. EPA to evaluate the
conditions at PRL every five years, at a minimum, to determine
that the remedial action is protective of human health and the
environment.

COMMENT:

There's no discussion in the Feasibility Study of additional
monitoring wells that will be put around the landfill. And when
questions were asked about that, there was a discussion that
suggested that EPA thinks that the current monitoring well
network may be adequate. In fact, you'd need to establish a
number of wells in lines radiating out from the landfill to have
an early warning system, to know if the groundwater slope
changes.

In the feasibility study, you've presumed that 17 leachate wells
put into the landfill will adequately de-water the landfill. The
monitoring well configuration doesn't include any sort of
monitoring well system to assure us that this leachate collection
design system or leachate collection system will work as
designed. So we hope that you do incorporate additional
monitoring wells, many additional monitoring wells to establish
that your leachate removal system is functioning as designed.
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COMMENT :
Monitoring wells should be north of the landfill in case ground
water flow direction changes as a result of the new well fields'

pumping.

COMMENT:
Why is this proposed plan so general? Where are the specifics?

RESPONSE:

You are correct; there is no discussion in the FS regarding the
specific details of the ground water monitoring system around
PRL. The purpose of the FS was to identify and screen
technologies to address contaminated media and develop
alternatives to address PRL as a whole. Specifics about ground
water monitoring to be utilized during the remedial action will
be detailed in the remedial design (design phase).

The exact number of wells needed to adequately monitor ground
water fluctuations at PRL will be determined in the design phase.
Some of the current monitoring wells may need to be relocated
based on improvements made to the cap. In other areas, it may be
determined that new monitoring wells, in addition to the curreat
system, are needed for adequate monitoring. It i1s also important
to note that the City of Dayton has a large number of monitoring
wells located in the area of PRL and the Miami North well field.
Both the City and the Agencies have exchanged data gathered from
the area of PRL and will continue to do so. The Agencies believe
that information from both the early warning system at the Miami
North well field and the ground water monitoring system around
PRL will provide sufficient information to determine any gradient
fluctuations as well as any contaminant migration that may occur.

The feasibility study does not pregume, but estimates that 17
leachate extraction wells will be utilized to extract leachate
from the landfill. As stated previously, the Proposed Plan is
meant to be a general plan for the remediation of PRL. Exact
details, such as the exact number of leachate extraction wells,
their placement, and their installation depth will be determined
during the remedial design phase. The final number of wells to
be installed will ensure that a slight flow of ground water into
the landfill exists. As identified above, the monitoring system
will be designed to evaluate the effectiveness of the
treatment/containment components of the remedy to reduce risks in
ground water, and to monitor for changes in ground water flow and
potential migration of contaminated ground water from PRL.

HYDRAULIC BARRIERS

COMMENT :

Containment of leachate below the landfill or prevention of
infiltrating groundwater using a passive, low permeability
barrier was not presented as a feasible remedial option in any of
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the seven alternatives. This was reportedly due to the
impractical depth to low-permeability materials below much of the
landfill area. Vertical barriers are typically keyed into low-
permeability materials to complete the containment.

However, the Hydrogeology section of the report documents that
the low-permeability till underlies about 25 percent of the
landfill, generally beneath most of the southern area. This area
is located hydraulically downgradient of the landfill, the
direction of shallow groundwater movement. The till is located
at depths of about 25 to 40 feet beneath this area, which are
feasible depths for constructing a vertical barrier.

The efficiency and cost/benefit of constructing a passive, low
permeability barrier along portions of the landfill should be
evaluated. Consideration should focus on the southern,
downgradient portion of the landfill to restrict off-site
leachate migration, and along the upgradient side to divert
ground water flow around the landfill area. The placement of a
barrier upgradient may be effective at reducing the flow of
ground water beneath the site, and thus the volume of ground
water to pump and treat, even though there is no till layer to
key into. Innovative technologies for in-situ solidification of
waste at the landfill base (horizontal barrier) should also be
considered. If effective, these barriers could significantly
reduce the long term risk of leachate migration, especially in
the absence of indefinite maintenance of the leachate extraction
and treatment systems.

COMMENT :

The feasibility study does not seriously evaluate the use of
hydraulic barriers to control the flow of groundwater and
leachate from the site. Such barriers may reduce the flow of
groundwater beneath the site, thus reduce the quantity of
groundwater to pump and treat, decrease the amount of leachate
that may be generated from the landfill, and also reduce the
impact of the new Dayton well field on the proposed remedy.

COMMENT:

The Feasibility Study documents a shallow unconfined aquifer
directly underlying the landfill, and groundwater may rise into
the landfill during periods of seasonal high water levels. This
hydrologic scenario suggests that generation and migration of
leachate, potentially containing hazardous constituents, could
continue for an indefinite period. Consequently, long term
protection of groundwater quality relies on indefinite monitoring
and maintenance of the leachate extraction and treatment systems.
The feasibility study should consider construction of a passive
(no-maintenance) barrier (horizontal or vertical) to reduce the
risk of leachate migration.
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RESPONSE:

Both vertical and horizontal barriers, and hydraulic controls
were identified as containment remedial technologies for the
ground water/landfill leachate media in the Identification and
Screening of Technologies section of the FS. During this
screening, technologies were evaluated on the basig of technical
effectiveness and implementability. Table 2.12 of the FS
presents the results of the screening of these technologies.
Vertical and horizontal barriers were screened out during this
evaluation due to implementability issues which are related to
the geology of the area.

There are many types of vertical barriers which may be viable at
landfill sites, including upgradient barriers, downgradient
barriers and barriers which completely encircle the landfill.
Vertical barriers are generally set into a shallow confining
layer.

An upgradient barrier is not implementable at PRL because a
confining layer is not present on the upgradient, or north, side
of the landfill.

A downgradient barrier, which may restrict the migration of
contaminated ground water away from the landfill, is
implementable but the technical effectiveness is limited. 1In the
area of PRL, the shallow aquifer is separated from the primary
aquifer only under approximately 25% of the landfill. If a
vertical barrier 1s constructed in the shallow aquifer, on the
south side of the landfill, and set into the confining layer,
ground water contamination may flow around the barrier or ground
water contamination may simply move downward, into the primary
aquifer. Since there 1s very little contamination in the primary
aquifer now, and the extent of ground water contamination in the
shallow aquifer is limited, the Agencies do not want to create a
bigger problem than already exists. Ground water extraction
wells are often used with vertical barriers to create an inward
ground water gradient, however, due to the prolific nature of the
Great Miami River buried valley aquifer (GMR BVA) under PRL, an
inward ground water gradient would be difficult, if not
impossible, to achieve and control. Such a system may also
compromise the leachate extraction system by drawing leachate
away from the landfill and possibly creating a bigger problem
than currently exists.

A vertical barrier which encircles a landfill requires the
presence of a shallow, horizontal confining layer, into which the
vertical barrier is set, to prevent downward migration of
contamination. The combination of the vertical barrier
encircling a landfill and a horizontal barrier creates a "bath-
tub" effect to contain contaminants. At PRL, a continuous
confining layer is not present under the entire landfill and
therefore a vertical barrier is not implementable.
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POWELL ROAD LANDPILL PROPERTY

COMMENT :

Will Powell Road Landfill property ever be used for other
purposes? Are we writing off this piece of real estate for
future generations?

COMMENT :
How long will it be, after the cleanup, before the land can be
developed?

COMMENT:
Will the land be sold at public auction?

RESPONSE: :

The decision regarding sale of the property after the site is
cleaned-up will be made by the property owners. Decisions
regarding development of the property will be made by the owner
(or future owner (s)) of the property. The institutional controls
component of the selected remedial action may restrict certain
development of the property.

Because the selected remedial action will leave the landfilled
wastes in place, the National Contingency Plan (NCP) requires the
U.S. EPA to evaluate the conditions of PRL every five years, at a
minimum, to determine that the remedial action is protective of
human health and the environment.

GENERAL COMMENTS

COMMENT :

There is a significant inconsistency between the Feasibility
Study and the Proposed Plan regarding the quantity of leachate
that will be recovered by the leachate extraction system (2,200
gallons per day versus 50,000 gallons per day). How will this
discrepancy be resolved to ensure that the leachate extraction
system is designed to capture all of the leachate?

RESPONSE:

The Agencies disagree that there is a discrepancy between the FS
and the Proposed Plan regarding the quantity of leachate that
will be extracted from the landfill. The Proposed Plan does not
identify an amount of leachate that will be extracted from the
landfill and treated. The Proposed Plan does state on page 8 of
the Proposed Plan that "Leachate will be extracted from the
landfill at a rate sufficient to create a slight influx of ground
water into the landfill to prevent migration of leachate out of
the landfill". The quantity of leachate to be extracted from the
landfill will be determined during the remedial design and
remedial action.
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The Agencies did identify that egstimated amounts of leachate to
be extracted from the landfill were different in the two draft
Feasibility Study reports submitted to the Agencies in August,
1992 and December, 1992. Rather than delaying the finalization
of the December, 1992 FS, the Agencies decided to finalize the FS
with a comment letter, dated March 2, 1993, which became an
insert to December 1992 FS report. In thigs comment letter, the
Agencies identified the inconsistencies in the quantities of
leachate and stated that, whatever the amounts are finally
determined to be, "... the burden of designing a system capable
of handling the amounts calculated rests with the [person or
persons performing the RD/RA]."

COMMENT :

I am concerned with the Proposed Plan and the study that
happened. Even though it was done under the care and supervision
of EPA, Waste Management hired or subcontracted the work that was
done for the study, and when I see that the EPA trusts Waste
Management, I cannot trust the EPA.

RESPONSE:

Initially the Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site was a
"Superfund-lead® site meaning that U.S. BEPA and Ohio EPA (the
Agencies) were performing the work at the site using money from
the Superfund. The Agencies developed a gstatement of work and
had begun to develop the work plan when SCA Services of Ohio,
(SCA) a subsidiary of Waste Management of North America, Inc.,
indicated that they were willing to undertake the study, which
turned PRL into a "PRP-lead" site. This means the PRP pays for
and performs the investigation. SCA proceeded with the study
based on the Statement of Work developed by the Agencies.
Therefore, the Agencies had a large amount of input into the
initial design of the study. Also, at the time that SCA took
over the project, the company entered into a Consent Order with
the Agencies. A Consent Order is a legally binding document
identifying what work is to be done, how it is to be done, and
what penalties shall be incurred if the conditions of the Consent
Order are not met. Throughout the RI and FS process, '
representatives of both Agencies provided oversight, including
reviewing and commenting on documents and splitting environmental
samples to verify the PRP's sampling results. Also, the Miami
Valley Landfill Coalition (MVLC), a local citizen's group who
obtained a Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) from U.S. EPA,
provided input to the Agencies by reviewing numerous documents.
All of this oversight, review of and comment on documents, and
review of and comment on data prepared by PRPs, is to ensure that
the work is performed properly, regardless of who ig doing it.

COMMENT :

I know you've studied it (PRL) to death, but are you really going
to clean it up? I think you're going to cap it off, take water
(monitor) every once in a while and try to contain it.
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RESPONSE:

The selected remedial action for PRL includes much more than
capping and monitoring. The landfilled wastes will remain in
place, and a landfill cap with a liner will be constructed on the
landfill. The cap will do much more than simply cover the
landfill. The cap will also prevent rainfall from filtering
through the landfill and carrying contaminants into the ground
water. In addition to an improved landfill cap with liner and a
ground water monitoring system, the remedial action includes
removing and treating gas from the landfill, landfill liquids
(leachate), and ground water. Some of the components of the
selected remedy will contain contaminants at PRL, and will reduce
the mobility of contaminants. All components of the selected
remedy, including treatment of ground water, leachate, and
landfill gases, will reduce risks posed to the public and be
protective of the environment.

COMMENT :

My mother (who lives near the landfill) says there are
contaminants in her well right now. There's bacteria that has
been continually coming into the wells, the new well that she had
to pay to drill, and she doesn't know where it's coming from.
They can't find out where it's coming from. The neighbor has the
same problem. And she lives right next to the landfill.

RESPONSE:

The Agencies investigation of this issue determined that this
particular residential well ig located to the east of PRL. Based
on results from several sampling events (which include water
level measurements to determine the flow direction of ground
water), there has been no indication that contaminants from PRL
are migrating to the east. Also, there has been no indication
that bacterial contamination in wells has been linked to PRL.
The presence of bacteria in wells can be attributed to a number
of things such as well construction defects, condition of the
well based upon age, the well location (for example, near the
leach field for a septic system, or in limestone rock), etc.
Anyone having a problem with excessive bacteria in their private
well should contact their county health department (in this case
Montgomery County Health Department at 513-225-4395) for ways to
treat this problem.

COMMENT :

The feasibility study addresses only leachate generated by the
infiltration of surface water or appears to address only that.
What about the leachate generated by the contact of the landfill
waste or the landfill material with rising groundwater levels?

RESPONSE :

The leachate extraction system will address all liquids in the
landfill, whether the liquid is generated by infiltrating surface
water or by contact with ground water.
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COMMENT :
Dces the clean-up remedy include the near-by river?

RESPONSE:

No, the clean-up remedy does not include the Great Miami River.
The Remedial Investigation (RI) sampling of surface water and
sediment of the Great Miami River (GMR) and adjacent intermittent
streams did not identify any impact from PRL in the form of VOC,
semivolatile or inorganic contamination which are the types of
contaminants associated with PRL.

Under current use conditions, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
risks were identified during the Risk Assessment for ingestion of
fish caught from the backwater area of the Great Miami River.
These risks were based on data from contaminated soils found
around the landfill, and assumed that the contaminated soils
could migrate into the surface water. The selected remedy will
reduce this risk by excavating and consolidating contaminated
soils on top of the landfill and construction of the landfill cap
with liner on the landfill.

COMMENT :

Did ATSDR and the Ohio Department of Health respond to the
comments on their draft health assessment document for Powell
Road Landfill?

RESPONSE:

Yes. Review of the final health assessment indicates that
comments submitted on the draft health assessment are
incorporated into the final document dated April 22, 1993.

COMMENT:
How are you incorporating the Ohio Department of Health's Health
Assessment, into your remedy selection?

RESPONSE: :

The U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA have reviewed the Health Assessment
which presents seven recommendations. The first two
recommendations, "Adequate personal protective equipment should
be worn during site remediation to limit exposure to VOCs in on-
site air.", and "Monitoring on-site ambient air during
remediation to insure the safety of on-site workers and nearby
residents ...", will be included in the Health and Safety Plan to
be prepared in the remedial design, and implemented during the
remedial action. The third recommendation, "Expand the soil gas
survey to determine the extent of soil gas contamination.”, is
not included in the selected remedial action. The selected
remedial action will address soil/landfill gases by reducing
landfill gas migration by extracting gases from the landfill and
treating the gases with a flare assembly. The forth
recommendation is "Ground water monitoring should be done at area
water supplies (public and private) ...". Private well sampling
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of select residential wells will be conducted as part of the
ground water monitoring component of the selected remedial
action. Public area water supply wells are not affected by PRL
and will not be addressed in the remedial action. The fifth
recommendation, "Implement flood control methods to reduce the
impact of flooding of the Great Miami River on the base of the
landfill.", is incorporated into the selected remedial action.
The sixth recommendation, "Regularly inspect the methane alarms
in the two homes north of the site.”, is not incorporated into
the remedial action. The monitors present in these homes are
were not installed by either U.S. EPA or Ohio EPA, and the ROD
will not address these monitors. The seventh recommendation,
"When indicated by public health needs, and as resources permit,
the evaluation of additional relevant health outcome data and
community health concerns, if available, is recommended.", is not
a recommendation which can be incorporated into the selected
remedial action. However, these issues will be addressed if
necegsary during the remedial design/remedial action.

COMMENT :

Is there a formal partnership between OChio Suburban, Dayton Water
Department, OEPA, and the USEPA to promote communication with the
potential PRP'S?

RESPONSE:
There is not a formal partnership or agreement, such as a Consent
Order, between the above parties.

The U.S. EPA is promoting communication with the PRPs identified
for Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site. On May 21, 1993, U.S.
EPA issued a General Notice Letter to approximately 40
potentially responsible parties (PRPs). One purpose of the
General Notice Letter was to encourage all PRPs to meet and
establish a steering committee responsible for representing the
group's interests. The first meeting of PRPs was held on
wednesday, June 9, 1993. in Dayton, Chio. The U.S. EPA and Ohio
EPA were present at this meeting.

COMMENT :

Has Waste Management agreed to clean up the landfill? If not,
what will happen to the clean-up process (i.e., will it be
delayed for a long time)?

RESPONSE:

No, Waste Management has not agreed to clean-up PRL. In
November, 1987, SCA Services of Ohio (SCA), a subsidiary of Waste
Management of North America, Inc., entered into a Consent Order
with the U.S. EPA and Ohio EPA to conduct the Remedial
Investigation and Feasibility Study of PRL.

Now that the technicai terms of the RI/FS Consent Order are
complete, U.S. EPA has initiated communication with SCA and other
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PRPs to begin discugsing the remedial design and remedial action
(RD/RA) work to be done next at PRL. The U.S. EPA expects to
actively pursue RD/RA discussions with PRPS once the ROD is
final.

Typically at Superfund Sites, U.S. EPA sends out special notice
letters to PRPs which initiates the 60 day moratorium on remedial
activities at the Site, allowing time for PRPs to settle with the
U.S. EPA. If at the end of 60 days, the PRPs do not settle with
U.S. EPA, but present a good faith offer, the moratorium will
typically be extended another 60 days. If the moratorium ends
without a settlement being reached, the U.S. EPA has several
options including; issue a Unilateral Administrative Order to
PRPs instructing them to conduct the remedial design/remedial
action, or use the funding available under the "Superfund” to
begin the RD/RA process. Therefore, the Agencies will actively
pursue RD/RA negotiations and yet will not delay the cleanup
process of the PRL, if those negotiations fail.

COMMENT :
Will individuals, who have lived in fear for several years near
Powell Road Landfill be compensated?

RESPONSE:

Any form of compensation to individuals affected by PRL will not
be addressed by the selected remedial action or the remedial
design/remedial action process. Any persons seeking compensation
for harm related to PRL should seek the advice of a private
attorney.

CCOMMENT :

The groundwater is designated as a federal sole-source aquifer
and is protected by the City of Dayton's Well Field Protection
program. Is the remedy selection adequate to protect this
resource for future generations?

RESPONSE:

Yes, the selected remedy will protect the ground water of the
Great Miami River buried valley aquifer (sole-source aquifer).
Protection of the sole-source aquifer has been a major
consideration behind the extensive investigation in the area of
PRL and the Agencies efforts to get the most protective remedy
possible under the law.

The selected remedy includes a landfill cap with liner,
excavation and consolidation of contaminated soils under the
landfill cap, ground water monitoring, landfill gas collection
and treatment, leachate extraction and treatment, extraction of
ground water from the shallow aquifer and treatment, discharge of
treated ground water and leachate. The landfill cap will address
ground water contamination by reducing infiltration of
precipitation into the landfill thereby reducing generation of
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leachate and also reducing the percolation of leachate from the
landfill and ground water. Leachate and shallow ground water
extraction and treatment will address the remaining sources of
contamination in the primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and
south of the river in the Eldorado Plat area. Once the landfill
cap is constructed, the leachate and ground water extraction and
treatment systems are operational, ground water contamination in
the primary aquifer, both adjacent to the landfill and south of
the river (Eldorado Plat area), is expected to decrease and
cleanup levels (identified in the ROD) will be achieved in an
estimated 6 years. Because this remedial action will result in
hazardous substances remaining on-site, a review will be
conducted within five years after commencement of the remedial
action to insure that the remedial action continues to provide
adequate protection of human health and the environment.

COMMENT:

The Feasibility Study for Powell Road Landfill presumes a very
small vertical gradient below Powell Road Landfill. Given the
magnitude of the vertical gradient in the vicinity of the
landfill, and the proximity to the Daytcn North Well Field being
developed on Rip Rap Island, the assumption used in the RI that
groundwater flows predominantly horizontally, and will continue
to flow from north to south in the vicinity of the landfill,
needs careful scrutiny.

RESPONSE: A

The Agencies are aware that the proximity of the local well
fields to PRL could posgsibly affect the ground water flow in the
area. The selected remedial action includes a ground water
monitoring component to address this issue. The purpose of the
ground water monitoring component is twofold: 1) to evaluate the
effectiveness of the treatment/containment components of the
remedy to reduce risks in ground water; and, 2) to monitor for
changes in ground water flow and potential migration of
contaminated ground water from PRL.

COMMENT :

I live 800 feet north-northeast of Powell Road Landfill, and I am
concerned about methane gas odors which are especially evident
during the hot humid summer months of June, July, and August.
There are many new homes being built in this area where young
children may be exposed to this methane gas. I think the methane
gas problem needs to be addressed first.
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RESPONSE:

The selected remedy will address methane gases in the landfill
through the design and construction of a landfill gas extraction
and treatment system. The gas extraction wells insgstalled in the
landfill will extract gases from the landfill. The landfill
gases will be collected and treated on-site using a flare
assembly. The schedule for the remedial activities will be
decided during the remedial design.

COMMENT :
Will a transcript of the June 2, 1983 meeting be available?

RESPONSE:

Yes, the transcript of the June 2, 1993 meeting is available for
review at the Administrative Record locations at the Dayton-
Montgomery County Public Library and U.S. EPA offices in Chicago,
Illinois.

COMMENT:
Will the roads around the landfill support the heavy equipment
needed for the land and water cleanup?

RESPONSE:

During the design of the remedy, the condition and stability of
any roads needed for access by heavy equipment to the gsite will
be evaluated. If necessary, the roads will be improved to handle
usage by heavy equipment.

CCMMENT :
Will there be more meetings in Huber Heights to explain the
process?

RESPONSE:

No additional public meetings are scheduled at this time. The
U.S. EPA will issue a press release and publish an advertisement
in the local newspapers when the Record of Decision, which
documents the Agencies' selected remedy, is final. The Agencies
are planning to hold an Availability Session in the Huber Heights
area in October, 1993 to discuss ground water issues related to
residential wells.

COMMENT:
I do not understand why you do not have people/groups of the
community enter into the agreement (Consent Order).

RESPONSE:

The Consent Order is an agreement between PRPs and government
Agencies. People/citizens of a community are represented by Ohio
EPA and U.S. EPA. The community is also part of the RI/FS
process through public meetings and the public comment period.
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At the Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site, the Miami Valley
Landfill Coalition (MVLC), a local citizen's group, obtained a
Technical Assistance Grant from U.S. EPA, and has been directly
involved with the work done at PRL since 1989. MVLC has provided
input to the Agencies by reviewing and commenting on numerous
documents during the RI and FS.

COMMENT :

I am concerned that when the VOCs are stripped from the water [at
the OSWC Needmore Road well field] they are simply put into the
air. Which is worse, breathing them o. drinking them?

RESPONSE:

Volatile organic compounds are stripped from the ground water and
emissions are released to the air. Air stripper emissions are
released in a controlled and carefully monitored manner and are
subject to regulations as are all the treatment systems to be
utilized in the selected remedial action.

COMMENT :

When were the ground water sampling events and do they all
support each other? Does the 1993 data indicate that
contamination has moved considerably from the site since 19917
What is your percentage of error on that?

RESPONSE:

Ground water sampling events during the RI occurred in December,
1988, April, 1989 and February 1991. In March, 1993, the
Agencies requested that the PRP sample select monitoring and
residential wells. Data from the 1993 sampling event indicates
that ground water contamination levels remained at similar levels
which were detected in 1988, 1989 and 1991, and contaminant
distribution has not changed since 1991.

COMMENT : _
How many Eldorado Plat residential wells have been tested and how
often?

RESPONSE:

Residential wells were sampled in August, and September, 1984
(one well), November, 1964 (nine wells), January, 1985 (forty-six
wells), December, 1988 (twenty-four wellsg), January, 1991 (two
wells), and March, 1993 (five wells). Details of the results of
each of these sampling rounds are identified in a letter dated
August 23, 1993, which was sent to everyone on the community
relations mailing list for PRL. This letter has been included in
the Administrative Record and is available for review at the
Administrative Record locations at the Dayton-Montgomery County
Public Library and U.S. EPA offices in Chicago, Illinois.
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COMMENT :

It was said that there was an excessive cancer risk caused by
showering in and drinking water from the monitoring wells in
Eldorado Plat. How is Alternative 5 addressing this cancer risk?

RESPONSE:

The selected remedial action is Alternative 4. Alternative 4
will reduce risks posed by showering in and drinking water from
monitoring wells in the Eldorado Plat area by extracting and
treating leachate in the landfill and ground water from the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill. Leachate and ground
water in the shallow aquifer are the gources of ground water
contamination found adjacent to the landfill and south of the
river in the Eldorado Plat area. Once these sources are removed
and the landfill is capped, ground water contamination in the
primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill and in the Eldorado Plat
area will reduce and achieve ground water cleanup levels in an
estimated 6 years.

II. PRP COMMENTS
CLEANUP LEVELS (10°% to 10°S RISK RANGE)

COMMENT :

U.S. EPA OSWER Directive 9355.0-30 "Role of the Baseline Risk
Assessment in Superfund Remedy Selection Decisions" clearly
states that if the cumulative carcinogenic site risk to an
individual based on reasonable maximum exposure for both current
and future land use is less than 1x10°%, and the non-carcinogenic
hazard index (HI) is less than 1, action at the site is generally
not warranted. In addition, the directive states "The upper
boundary of the risk range is not a discrete line at 1x10°4,
although EPA generally uses 1x10-4 in making risk management
decisions. A specific risk estimate around 10°* may be
considered acceptable if justified based on site-specific
conditions." This directive also states that the U.S. EPA should
clearly justify the need for remedial action if baseline risks
are within the acceptable risk range.

COMMENT :

In addition, the NCP states "for known or suspected carcinogens,
acceptable exposure levels are generally concentration levels
that represent an excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk to an
individual of between 10-4 and 10-6 using information on the
relationship between dose and response."” (NCP, p. 8718).

The excess lifetime cancer risks did not exceed 1x10-4 for any
future use (on-site resident) pathway evaluated. The total
(summed) excess cancer risk through all future use pathways was
calculated to be 1x10-4, due primarily to incidental ingestion of
on-site soil, inhalation of landfill emissions, and ingestion of
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on-site groundwater (based on landfill liquid data). The HI
value under future use conditions was slightly greater than 1 (3)
for one future use pathway: ingestion of on-site groundwater.
These exposure concentrations were calculated using landfill
liquid data, allowing for hypothetical dilution into groundwater.
The calculated HI value was exceeded for antimony. However,
antimony has never been detected in groundwater.

Since risks calculated for the site indicate that risks fall
within the acceptable risk range specified by the NCP, the
additional remedial action required in Alternative 5 is clearly
not warranted at PRL.

CCMMENT :

The Proposed Plan (p.3) states that "Acceptable risks are those
which may result in less than one additional cancer case in
1,000,000 [10°%]." As noted above, the NCP defines acceptable
exposure levels as a cancer risk between 10°% and 10°6.

RESPONSE:

The above quote from U.S. EPA's OSWER Directive is accurate, but
the selected quote is not complete enmough to give the full
context in which the statement was made. The first page of the
Directive states "Where the cumulative carcinogenic site risk to
an individual based on reasonable maximum exPosure for both
current and future land use is less than 10°%, and the non-
carcinogenic hazard quotient is less than 1, action generally is
not warranted unless there are adverse environmental impacts.
However, if MCLsS or non-zero MCLGs are exceeded, action generally
is warranted." As identified in section VI. A. 3. of the ROD,
three of the 19 chemicals of concern in on-site ground water
wells were detected at concentrations which exceed MCLs, and one
of the 5 chemicals of potential concern in the Eldorado Plat
monitoring wells exceeded MCLS (see Table 18 in ROD). The
Agencies agree that Alternative 5 is not the best alternative to
address and reduce risks posed by PRL. Alternative 4 is the
selected remedial action and will best reduce risks to human
health and the environment posed by PRL.

The above quote from the Proposed Plan is accurate, however, the
Proposed Plan did not clearly explain the definition of
acceptable risks. This issue is explained below and is clarified
in the Record of Decision. The quote from the section NCP (page
8718) is accurate; however the NCP goes one step further in
Section 300.430(e) (2) and identifies the 10°® risk level as the
point of departure for determining remediation goals for
alternatives when ARARS are not available or are not sufficiently
protective of human health because of the presence of multiple
contaminants at a site or multiple pathways of exposure. PRL has
both multiple contaminants and multiple pathways of exposure.
U.S. EPA believes it is necessary that when the aggregate risk of
contaminants exceeds 10°%, or where remediation goals are not
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determined by ARARs, U.S. EPA uses 10°% as a point of departure
for egtablishing remed;atzon goals. This means that a cumulative
risk level of 106 is used as the starting point (or initial
"protectiveness” goal) for determining the most appropriate risk
level that alternatives should be designed to attain. The use of
10°¢ is U.S. EPA's preference for remedial actions that reduce
risks to the more protective end of the risk range, but this does
not mean that a final remedial action should attain such a risk-
based cleanup level.

Additionally, under current use conditions the excess lifetime
cancer risks were within a 10°% to 10°* cancer risk range for six
pathways and the excess lifetime cancer risks exceeded 10°% for
one pathway. Under current use conditions, the hazard index
value was greater than one for one pathway. Under future land-
use conditions, the excess lifetime cancer risks were within a
10°¢ to 10°% cancer risk range for four pathways. The excess
lifetime cancer risks exceeded 10 * for one pathway. Under
future land-use conditions, the hazard index value was greater
than one for one pathway. The Agencies believe the risks
calculated for PRL do justify the need for remedial action of
ground water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill.

At PRL, the Agencies have identified in the ROD that final
cleanup levels for individual contaminants in all media will be
chemical -specific ARARS (see Table 22 in ROD). If multiple
contaminants are present in a media, and cleanup of individual
contamlnants to ARARs result in an cumulative risk in excess of
10°% across a media, cleanup levels of contaminants will be risk-
based and cumulative cross a media to 10°* or less (see Table 21
of ROD). If chemical-specific ARARS do not exist for
contaminants, cleanup levels of contamlnants will be risk-based
and cumulative across a media to 10°* or less (see Table 21 of
ROD) .

TREATMENT OF CONTAMINATED SOILS PRIOR TO CONSOLIDATION

COMMENT :

Under current use conditions, the excess lifetime cancer risks
exceeded 1x10°* (2 x 10°3) and the HI was greater than 1 (6) for
ingestion of uncooked fish caught from the backwater area of the
Great Miami River. All other pathways (including soil ingestion)
were within the acceptable risk range specified in the NCP. It
is highly unlikely under reasonable maximum current use
conditions that an individual would need or desire to subsist
entirely on fish, let alone uncooked fish, from the backwater
area for 350 days per year. The unreasonable nature of this
assumption was noted by the Ohio EPA in the Public Meeting in
Huber Heights on June 2, 1993. Risks associated with cooked fish
fall within the acceptable risk range (5 x 10-5, HI<l). 1In
addition, the data used for this evaluation was based on a
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simulation of contaminant migration by surface water runoff.
Actual concentrations of constituents contributing to risk were
not detected in the backwater area. This is clearly a case where
a risk level around 1x10-4 may be considered acceptable. The
consolidation and capping of "hot spot" soil would fully address
concerns for potential contaminant migration by runoff into the
backwater.

COMMENT:

Contaminants in on-site soil (PCBs and DDT) are generally
immobile. General characteristics of PCBs and DDT include low
solubility, low vapor pressure, and high octanol-water and
organic carbon partition coefficients (EPA, 1990; Mackay et al.,
1952). These characteristics indicate that both PCBs and DDT
tend to accumulate and persist in soil. Low solubility tends to
limit contaminant movement with water through soil. Low vapor
pressure and high partition coefficients further indicate that
PCBs and DDT in soil will tend to remain fixed in soil rather
than partition to other media such as water or air.

RESPONSE:

The Agencies have reconsidered the necesgsity of treating
contaminated soils prior to comnsclidation under the landfill cap.
The Agencies have reviewed the information provided by the
commenter, and consulted with Ohio EPA and U.S. EPA RCRA
programs, and agree that treatment of contaminated soils prior to
consolidation under the landfill cap will not provide additional
protection of human health and the environment, nor provide any
significant reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume.
Accordingly, the selected remedial action no longer includes the
treatment of contaminated scils prior to consolidation under the
landfill cap.

During the public meeting in Huber Heights, Ohio, on June 2,
1993, the Ohio EPA did nmot imply that the risk calculations used
to identify risks based on fish consumption were unreasonable.
Ohio EPA did explain during the meeting how these risk
calculations were conducted and the assumptions which are part of
the calculation. The Agencies believe that the risk calculations
used to identify risks based on fish consumption were reasonable
because contaminated soil was identified around the landfill and
a complete pathway for migration of soils to the river exists.

RISK ASSESSMENT

CCMMENT :

The risks estimated in the Baseline Risk Assessment do not
reflect a reasonable estimate of site risk. The Baseline Risk
Assessment performed by Clement International Corporation was
prepared under U.S. EPA direction in accordance with Subpart E,
Section 300.430(d) of the NCP. In general, the Baseline Risk
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Assessment followed standard U.S EPA national risk assessment
methodologies and conservative assumptions.

Clement International Corporation was required to adhere to
Region V policy for assessing future hypothetical exposures and
risks to residents living on the PRL property. This Region V
policy resulted in the use of maximum detected chemical
concentrations on the site (for leachate, soil, and gas) as the
basis of calculating hypothetical upper bound exposures and
risks. The Region V policy has not been authorized by U.S. EPA
Headquarters, and, in fact, is inconsistent with current U.S. EPA
national Superfund risk assessment guidance, and U.S. EPA's
proposed exposure-related measurement and final exposure
assessment guidelines.

In its "Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1, Human
Health Evaluation Manual (EPA/540/1-89/002, December 1989)," U.S.
EPA states "... assuming long-term contact with the maximum
concentration is not responsible® (p. G19). Nonetheless, that is
precisely the effect of following the Region V policy which uses
an implausible worst-case analysis as the only level of analysis.

The goal of risk assessment is to portray as accurately as
possible the potential health risk, including the attendant
uncertainties, associated with a particular set of exposures.

Its purpose is not to conduct worst-case analyses for the sake of
conservatism. As U.S. EPA cautioned in its "Proposed Guidelines
for Exposure-related Measurements®" (53 Federal Register 48830,
December 2, 1988):

By maximizing the parameters in a scenario for exposure, the
assessor is looking at the top end of the distribution of
exposures in a population (if indeed the worst case actually
exists in the population). A legitimate use of worst-case
scenarios is to determine if the exposure or risk is low
enough even at this extreme so as to dismiss concern for
this scenario. It is not legitimate to use a worst-case
scenario to prove that there in fact exists a concern in a
real population. 1In constructing a worst-case scenario, the
assessor has usually added assumptions or used particular
data points that bring into question whether the scenario
actually represents the real world. If the exposure or risk
value estimated by a worst-case scenario is high enough to
cause concern, the assessor must reevaluate the parameters
used and perform reality checks before deciding a problem
really exists. It is critical that the results of a worst-
case individual scenario are not immediately applied to an
entire population, since in almost all cases this will
result in a substantial overestimate of a potential problem.
(EPA, 1988a, p. 48846.)
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Likewise, as U.S. EPA states in its recently published final
"Guidelines for Exposure Assessment" (57 Federal Register 22888,
May 29, 1992), regarding the true value of theoretical upper
bounding estimates of exposure and risk:

the only thing the bounding estimate can establish is a
level to eliminate pathways from further consideration. It
cannot be used to make a determination that a pathway is
significant (that can only be done after more information is
obtained and a refinement of the estimate is made), and it
certainly cannot be used for an estimate of actual exposure
(since by definition it is clearly outside the actual
distribution). (EPA, 1992a, p. 22920.)

Research conducted by Clement Internmational Corporation has
demonstrated that the standard U.S. EPA "reasonable maximum
exposure” (RME) methodology for groundwater routinely and
unpredictably overestimates the true 95th percentile upper
confidence limit of possible exposures and risks by 1 to 3 orders
of magnitude (i.e., by 10 to 1,000 times) (Clement, 1990a.). 1In
a significant number of cases, the U.S. EPA methodology gives RME
concentrations that are physically impossible (i.e., greater than
1 million parts per million).

Therefore, the risk estimates presented in the Baseline Risk
Assessment, and prepared in accordance with U.S. EPA
methodologies and specifications as interpreted by Region V do
not reflect the true or reasonable estimates of site risks, and
that actual site risks would be considerably lower. Therefore,
the additional remedial action required in Alternative 5 (as
opposed to Alternative 3) is clearly not warranted at PRL.

COMMENT:

It is inappropriate to use maximum detected chemical
concentrations as the basis for calculating hypothetical
exposures and risk. In addition, calculating risk on the basis
of exposure to an individual residing on the landfill in the
future is unreasonable and inappropriate. U.S. EPA guidelines
preclude the essential exposure scenario for a municipal
landfill. See figure 2.4 of "Potential Conceptual Site Model for
Municipal Landfills," EPA OSWER Directive 7355.3-11 February
1991. Moreover, residential exposure scenarios are irrelevant at
gites which will have institutional controls, including deed
restrictions, prohibiting such future development.

RESPONSE:
The Baseline Risk Assessment for PRL was prepared under the
direction of a U.S. EPA Region V toxicologist.

This comment states that the U.S. EPA's directiom in the
preparation of the Risk Assessment resulted in an unreasonable
estimate of site risk. The Agencies do not agree with this
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determination. At the time the Risk Assessment was done for PRL,
the RME scenario was evaluated as required by the Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS). The central tendency scenario,
which presents the average risk and is used for the purpose of
risk communication, was not calculated. The central tendency
calculations were not required at that time; these calculations
demonstrate the range of exposures which may be posed by the
site, but they are not essential in a Risk Assessment because RME
is used for remediation decisions. Remedial decisions cannot be
executed at a level which leaves 50% of the population at risk.

RAGS was followed to establish acceptable default exposure
parameter values for use in standardized intake equations. The
comments address the exposure point concentrations used in the
intake equations. Exposure point concentrations can represent a
wide range of values if homogeneous sampling data was not
obtained or hot-spots are present. When the upper 95% confidence
limit is calculated, true detects are figured into the
calculation along with non-detects. Sometimes, the calculated
upper 95% confidence limit value exceeds the highest exposure.
RAGS clearly states that when this happens, the maximum exposure
concentration should be used instead of the hypothetically
exaggerated 95% confidence limit value. However, RI sampling
data may not have identified the highest concentrations of
contamination on the Site, therefore the highest concentrations
of contamination detected may not be the highest values present
at the Site, and are not necessarily unreasonable.

Calculations were done in the Risk Assessment using the maximum
concentration of contaminants detected in ground water. The
average concentration of contaminants was not used, first,
because U.S. EPA headquarters has not provided guidance to
support this approach, and second, it is difficult to calculate
what the average concentration of a ground water contaminant is.
Factors such as localized, persistent pockets of ground water
contamination and sample data which may not accurately reflect
the highest concentrations present, make it difficult to
calculate an average contaminant value. Multiple monitoring
wells are not usually installed to determine the plume/pool
concentrations of contaminants, but rather, monitoring wells are
located to determine the boundaries of the contamination. U.S.
EPA's Region V guidance uses 3-5 wells and averages the value of
each contaminant detected in the wells if the values are
relatively homogeneous. Obviously, if the values are not
homogeneous any statistics generated will be skewed and will
result in the use of the highest detected value for risk
calculations. In cases where not much monitoring well data is
available, Region 5 follows a policy which was developed by U.S.
EPA - Region 3. The Region 3 policy evaluates specific areas of
contamination and determines the risks involved with installing a
well in thege contaminated areas. This determination is based on
an individual's potential exposure to the actual chemicals
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present in the contaminated areas. This method was presented at
U.S. EPA's risk assessment conference a few years ago and
represents a reasomable approach.

The PRPs identify that calculating risk based on an individual
residing on the landfill (future residential land use scenario)
is unreasonable and inappropriate. The Agencies do not agree.
Ground water contamination and landfill gases have the potential
to migrate to adjacent property. Property adjacent to landfills
can be sold to an individual who wishes to reside on the
property. This individual may even install a well for potable
water. (There are residences around Powell Road Landfill.) The
potential exists that am individual could be exposed to the
various contaminants found at the Site.

The Agencies do not agree that residential scenarios are
irrelevant at sites which will have institutional controls. Risk
assessment 1s separate from and does not involve risk management
(i.e. the determination to implement institutional controls). A
risk assessment examines the contamination found at a Site, and
the potential for human exposure to the contamination. A
determination is made as to whether or not this exposure presents
a risk. The purpose of Risk Assessment is to present an
unbiased, scientific evaluation of the Site and the risks it
might pose. Once the risks have been determined, one can decide
how to address the risks (risk management), for example if an
institutional control can be used. The decision to utilize
institutional controls is not made first, followed by
determination of the risks.

Figure 2.4 identified in this comment is from the U.S. EPA
guidance "Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies
for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites*. This guidance document
presents procedures which can be used to expedite risk management
decisions at a site; however, it also specifies (Sectiomn 3.7, pp
3-37 through 3-40) that a full (quantitative) risk agsessment is
necessary to demonstrate that the full remedy is protective of
human health and the environment. U.S. EPA 18 gtill required to
conduct a Risk Assessment, develop risk calculationsg, and then
make risk management decisions and develop a remediation strategy
for the Site.

The Agencies do not agree that Alternative 3 would be protective
of human health and the environment because Alternative 3 does
not actively address existing ground water contamination in the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill. Ground water in this
aquifer exceeds MCLs, exhibits unacceptable risks to human
health, and warrants remediation under the selected remedial
action. The Agencies identify Alternative 4 as the selected
remedial action in the ROD. Alternative 4 differs from
Alternative 5 (the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan) in
the ground water component. Specifically, Alternative 4 extracts
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and treats ground water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
Site, while Alternative 5 also extracted ground water from the
primary aquifer adjacent to the Site. By extracting leachate
from the landfill and ground water from the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill, the Agencies believe the sourcesg of
ground water contamination in the primary aquifer adjacent to the
landfill and south of the river in the Eldorado Plat area will be
addressed. Contamination in the primary aquifer is expected to
decrease and achieve cleanup levels in an estimated 6 years.

COMMENT :

Ohio EPA Deputy Director, Jennifer Tiell, was quoted in the
Columbus Dispatch on June 15, 1993, as saying: "U.S. EPA has
typically regulated from the worst-case scenario." "I think Ohio
and a lot of states have been saying, 'We've got a lot of good
data now. We shouldn't have to regulate ([sic] from the worst
case.'"

RESPONSE:

The opinions of the Ohio EPA's Acting Deputy Director have no
direct bearing on the determinations of risks at Superfund Sites
in general or the Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site, in
particular. The determinations of risks at PRL were made
properly based on existing guidance (including the Risk
Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) and regiomal policy).
and in consultation with U.S. EPA Region V toxicologists. U.S.
EPA and Ohio EPA have jointly selected Alternative 4 as the
appropriate remedial action to address contamination and reduce
risks at PRL.

GRQUND WATER DEGRADATION

COMMENT:

Alternative 3 complies with federal and state applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS). Implementation of

Alternative 5 may result in non-compliance with ARARS, by
actually degrading groundwater quality in the primary aquifer and
resulting in non-compliance with ARARS.

In addition, Alternative S may not comply with Ohio anti-
degradation laws since the groundwater extraction system will
compromise the effectiveness of the leachate extraction system
and may subsequently degrade on-site aquifers.

COMMENT:

Alternative 3 may achieve a higher degree of long-term
effectiveness than Alternative 5. The groundwater extraction
system in Alternative S will compromise the effectiveness of the
leachate extraction system (primary source control element) and
may result in groundwater impacts that would require long-term
management.
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COMMENT :

Alternative 3 may achieve a higher degree of long-term
effectiveness than Alternative S as the additional source
controls in Alternative 5 will compromise the effectiveness of
the primary source control element (leachate extraction system)
and may subsequently degrade the quality of on-site aquifers.
All three extraction systems (leachate, shallow aquifer, and
primary aquifer) are dynamic and interconnected. Pumping from
the shallow aquifer will induce flow from the landfill. Pumping
from the primary aquifer will induce flow from both the shallow
aquifer and the landfill.

The leachate levels in the landfill are higher than the
groundwater levels, therefore, a potential exists for downward
migration from the landfill into the aquifer. When the landfill
cap is added the leachate level will decrease, and the vertical
downward gradient will decline. This will reduce the potential
for leachate to escape the landfill. When the cap is in place
and the gas/leachate extraction wells are operating, the leachate
level will decline below the groundwater level. Because the
groundwater level will then be higher than the leachate level,
the flow potential is upward and into the landfill. When the
flow potential is inward, leachate will not leave the landfill
and enter the groundwater system, as noted in the Proposed Plan

(p.7).

The groundwater pumping in Alternative 5 will lower the
groundwater levels in the vicinity of the landfill to below the
leachate levels in the landfill. This will create a downward
potential for flow thereby allowing leachate to enter the
groundwater gsystem. The leachate extraction system would
therefore no longer provide effective source control. Pumping
both the shallow and primary aquifers will also create a head
gradient between the shallow and primary aquifer, creating a
downward potential for flow from the shallow to the primary
aquifer. Therefore, leachate that is no longer contained by the
leachate extraction system can be induced downward into the
shallow and primary aquifer as a result of pumping groundwater.
Clearly, the additional source controls in Alternative 5 may
actually degrade the aquifers and result in unnecessary long-term
management. In fact, it is possible that once the aquifers’
quality are degraded that they will never be restored.

It should also be noted that potential degradation of aquifers is
not recommended by U.S. EPA, as shown by the following citation.
"Since it is EPA's goal to restore groundwater to

its beneficial uses, the Superfund program would rarely propose a
pump-and-treat remedy that would degrade pristine or only
slightly contaminated water." (ARARS Qs & As: State Ground-Water
Antidegradation Issues, Publication 9234.2-11/FS, July 1990).
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COMMENT:

Existing conditions show that there are no VOCs or other
compounds above MCLs in groundwater adjacent to the landfill.
Pumping the aquifer systems (Alternative S) adjacent to the
landfill will increase the potential for contaminants to move
from the landfill into the groundwater system, increasing
toxicity, mobility, or volume (TMV) in the aquifers compared to
either existing conditions or after implementation of Alternative
3. .

RESPONSE:

Based on the above comments regarding negative interaction of the
leachate and ground water extraction systems, the Agencies
consulted technical experts for assistance with the above issues
regarding possible degradation of ground water if the alternative
selected in the Proposed Plan was implemented at PRL.

One issue which is contradictory in this comment is the
interaction of leachate and ground water. Leachate and ground
water are not two geparate systems but are interconnected. The
leachate levels will not decline below the ground water levels,
because they are not separate from each other.

Using the information in the FS, calculations were done to
estimate drawdown of the water table based on extraction of
ground water from the shallow and primary aquifers. Calculations
for the shallow aquifer used information in the FS; the estimated
10 ground water extraction wells in the shallow aquifer, a total
discharge of 900,000 gpd, hydraulic conductivity of 500 ft/day,
and assuming no contribution of water from the river (very
conservative assumption). Drawdown at a radial distance of 100
feet from the ground water wells was calculated to be an
estimated .66 feet. Drawdown at the sgsite boundary ig less-than 1
foot (it would actually be smaller due to the interaction of the
river). If leachate extraction wells were affected, it would
only be the leachate extraction wells closest to the southern
boundary of the landfill, and pumping systems in ground water
wells could be adjusted as necessary.

The same calculations were done with information in the FS on the
extraction of ground water from the primary aquifer. Using a
discharge of 500,000 gpd, transmissivity of 20,000 and no
expected contribution from the river (very comservative),
drawdown at a radial distance of 100 feet from extraction wells
ig 4 feet. Drawdown at 1,500 feet were legs-than 1 foot.
Therefore, extraction of ground water from the primary aquifer
could increase downward migration of contamipation into the
primary aquifer, except where the confining layer would limit
vertical migration.

Therefore, the Agencies partially agree with this comment.
Extraction of ground water from the primary aquifer adjacent to
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the landfill could increase downward migration of ground water
and cause further contamination in the primary aquifer, except
where the confining till layer would limit vertical migration.

Based on this information, the Agencies determined that it would
not be appropriate to extract ground water from the primary
aquifer adjacent to the landfill as detailed in Alternmative 5.
Rather, Alternative 4 has been selected. The ground water
component of Alternative 4 includes the extraction of ground
water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill. Based
on the above calculations, ground water extraction from the
shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill should not interfere
with the leachate extraction system.

NA AT

COMMENT :

Alternative 3 will meet all pertinent state (Ohio Administrative
Code and Ohio Revised Code) and federal ARARS (Clean Air Act and
Clean Water Act ARARs are covered by matching state regulations
in Ohio) for solid waste landfill closure and gas/leachate
management. U.S. EPA specifically states on Pages 12 and 13 of
the Proposed Plan that Alternative 3 will comply with all ARARS.
Therefore, the additional remedial action required by Alternmative
5 is not justified to provide ARAR compliance.

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLS) set under the Safe Drinking
Water Act (SDWA) have not been exceeded on-site since April 1989
(Table 1; Figure 1) indicating that contaminant reduction and
ARAR compliance has already occurred at the gite by natural
attenuation. On-site groundwater extraction and treatment is,
therefore, not justified for ARAR compliance, and Alternative 5
1s unnecessary.

COMMENT :

Groundwater quality trends show that residual VOC concentrations
in on-site groundwater are naturally attenuating. Table 1
presents a summary of VOC detections, and Figure I shows the
distribution of VOC detections in March 1993. Total VOC
concentrations in the shallow aquifer on-site have declined or,
at the very least, remained level from December 1988 to the
present (Figure 6). Not only have the total VOC concentrations
decreased, but the individual MCLs that were exceeded in December
1988 or April 1989 have not been exceed since April 1989 (Figures
7 to 13).

VOCs in the primary aquifer on-site also show a declining trend
(Figure 14). There has only been one location directly
downgradient (MW04B; MW04BR) where-VOCs have been detected
(Figure 15). A 1 ug/l (J) (J=estimated) value was detected at
MW03B, but a duplicate sample had no detection (Figure 16). A 1
ug/1l (J) Value was also detected at MW06B in one sampling event
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(Figure 17), but MW06B is not directly downgradient of the
landfill. MCLs have never been exceeded in the primary aquifer.
Natural attenuation has been responsible for the decreased VOC
concentrations that previously had been released from the
landfill and, therefore, provides reduction of TMV. The improved
cap and leachate control provided by Alternative 3 will continue
to provide reduction of TMV in groundwater. Also, groundwater
monitoring will be used to track groundwater quality trends.

RESPONSE:

When the Agencies stated in the Proposed Plan that Alternative 3
will comply with all ARARS, we believed that risks associated
with ground water contamination would be reduced by natural
attenuation.

However, based on the above comments, the Agencies consulted with
U.S. EPA technical staff and requested review of the supporting
documents and the data presented by the commenter supporting the
above statements. The information provided to the Agencies in
the comment letter included figures on ground water quality
trends. This information does not prove natural attenuation is
occurring at PRL. The trends are not consistent, and the data
acquisition is spaced too far apart to support the statement that
natural attenuation is occurring at PRL. Temporary shifts in
flow directions due to pumping or seasonal variations could cause
these reductions in ground water contamination.

The information provided to the Agencies by the commenter does
not support the statement that natural attenuation will address
all existing ground water contamination in a time-frame
comparable to extracting and treating ground water. Ground water
modelling, a tool which could support the statement that natural
attenuation of ground water contamination may occur, was not done
at PRL. Additionally, information about numerous conditions in
the aquifer, which must be within certain parameters, the balance
of these parameters, and concentrations of contaminants in the
ground water, are all necessary to evaluate if natural
attenuation can or will occur. None of this information was
provided to the Agencies to support the statement that natural
attenuation will address existing ground water contamination at
PRL, in a time-frame comparable to extracting and treating ground
water.

Therefore, the Agencies do not agree with the commenter that
natural attenuation is occurring or can occur at PRL.

The U.S. EPA's nine criteria includes the "Reduction of toxicity,

mobility, or volume (TMV) through treatment®. Alternative 3 does
not reduce TMV through treatment.
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GROUND WATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT

COMMENT :

The additional contaminant mass treated by the Alternative 5
additional source controls is insignificant when compared to the
mass addressed by removal and treatment of leachate and gas by
Alternative 3.

COMMENT :

As detailed in the FS (Appendix E, pp E-8 and E-9), it is
estimated that the additional source controls of Alternative 5
(ground water extraction from the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill and treatment on-site) would only result
in an increase in volatile organic mass removal from groundwater
of only 10 percent. This increase is not significant.
Therefore, the additional remedial action required under
Alternative 5 is clearly not justified since no significant
reduction in TMV will occur with implementation of this
alternative.

RESPONSE:

The additional remediation in Alternative 4 of the shallow
aquifer adjacent to the landfill is justified. MCLs were
exceeded and unacceptable risks to human health and the
environment are present in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill. Extraction and treatment of leachate and ground water
in the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill will address
these risks and achieve ARARS. By extracting and treating the
leachate in the landfill and ground water in the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill, the two sources of ground water
contamination in the primary aquifer, both adjacent to the
landfill and south of the river (Eldorado Plat area), ground
water risks posed to human health and the environment will reduce
and cleanup levels will be achieved.

ELDORADO PLAT MONITORING WELL CONTAMINATION

COMMENT': .

The Proposed Plan (p.11l) states that "Groundwater contamination
in the primary aquifer, adjacent to the landfill, is the probable
source of groundwater contamination south of the river.® "South
of the river" should be "in Eldorado Plat" as stated on Page 4 of
the Proposed Plan.

RESPONSE':

The commenter is correct. The Proposed Plan did not clarify
throughout the document that "ground water south of the river"
meant "ground water south of the river in the Eldorado Plat
area". The ROD clarifies this issue.
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COMMENT:

The Proposed Plan (p.14) states "Alternative 5 utilizes treatment
to reduce TMV of groundwater in the shallow and primary aquifers
adjacent to the landfill, which will reduce TMV of groundwater
contamination south of the river." As noted previously, there is
no evidence to suggest that groundwater extraction at the site
will reduce TMV of groundwater contamination in BEldorado Plat.

COMMENT :

The additional source control in Alternative 5 is designed to
address VOC concentrations in the Eldorado Plat area and there is
no evidence that PRL is the source of Eldorado Plat
concentrations.

The Proposed Plan states that groundwater contamination in the
primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill is the probable source
of groundwater contamination in the Eldorado Plat Area (Proposed
Plan, page 8). The primary aquifer adjacent to the landfill is
not the source of contamination in the Eldorado Plat area, as
discussed below, and as demonstrated in the RI.

The type and extent of groundwater contamination adjacent to PRL
is limited to sporadic occurrences of low VOC concentrations.
The only significant VOC detection in the primary aquifer has
been 1,1-dichloroethane (DCA) ("ethane"-type VOC), and this has
only been detected at the MW04B location. Chlorocethane and
chlorobenzene have been detected in low concentrations at MWO4B
(and MWO4BR). No other VOC has been detected at any other on-
site primary aquifer wells in four sampling events from December
1988 to March 1993 tetrachloroethene (PCE), was detected at a 1
ug/l (J) concentration one time at MWO3B; however, a duplicate
analysis indicated no detection). There has never been an MCL
exceedance in the primary aquifer at PRL.

The VOCs detected south of the Great Miami River in the Eldorado
Plat area are "ethene"- type VOCS. They have been detected only
in the primary aquifer in low concentrations. MCLs have been
only slightly exceeded at two monitoring wells and never at a
residential well. Only three wells out of 20 monitoring and
residential wells in EBldorado Plat have ever had any VOCs
detected. There is no evidence to suggest that the "ethane"-type
compounds detected in the primary aquifer at the site are related
to the "ethene" compounds detected in the Eldorado Plat area.

In addition, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that
contaminants found in Eldorado Plat are degradation products of
PRL contaminants. If biodegradation was occurring as the
contaminated groundwater migrates downgradient, one or more of
the following transformation pathways would be expected (Dragun,
J., The Soil Chemistry of Hazardous Materials, Hazardous
Materials Control Research Institute, 1988):
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1,1,1-TCA --> 1,1-DCA
PCE --> TCE --> 1,2-DCE
PCE --> TCE --> 1,1-DCE --> 1,1-DCA

1,1-DCA was detected in the primary aquifer adjacent to PRL while
trichloroethene (TCE) and 1,2-dichloroethene (DCE) were detected
in the primary aquifer in Eldorado Plat. TCE and 1,2-DCE are not
degradation products of 1,1-DCA.

Also, if biodegradation was occurring, TCE would not be expected
to be persistent in Eldorado Plat if PRL was the source, given
its short biodegradation half-life and the low levels of TCE and
PCE (TCE is a degradation product of PCE) detected at PRL.

Inorganic constituents in groundwater characteristic of
contamination from landfill leachate are found in slightly
elevated concentrations in the shallow groundwater system
adjacent to PRL. These constituents include bicarbonate,
chloride, sulfate, potassium, iron, and calcium. These
constituents are slightly higher than upgradient or background
values at the shallow on-site wells MWO2A, MWO3A, MWO4A, MWO7A,
and MW4S. The concentrations of these constituents in the on-
site primary aquifer wells and the shallow and primary Eldorado
Plat monitoring and residential wells are within background
ranges. This is further evidence that PRL is not the source, of
VOCs in the Eldorado Plat area.

The trend of chloride levels in the three primary aquifer wells
at the landfill identifies that only upgradient well MW12C shows
an increasing trend in chloride levels. Downgradient wells,
MWO2B and MW04B, exhibit a level and possibly a very slight
decreasing trend. The levels at MWO4B appeared to have had an
upward trend from about 1983 to December 1988, then a downward
trend is apparent.

Trends of specific conductance measurements of on-site shallow
and primary aquifer wells show that specific conductance levels
have remained relatively level. The values are much more erratic
in the shallow aquifer due to the influence of the Great Miami
River recharging or discharging to the shallow zone. The values
in the primary aquifer are much more stable and show that there
has been no overall increase in specific conductance. If there
were a leachate plume developing or becoming better defined, the
specific conductance values would be expected.to be increasing,
which they are not.

COMMENT :

There is significant evidence to suggest that there are other
possible sources of the Eldorado Plat sporadic VOC
concentrations. There are several areas of past waste disposal
within and adjacent to Eldorado Plat that are closer to Eldorado
Plat than PRL. The levees constructed south of the river and the
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areas around the levees have considerable amounts of visible
refuse, debris, and automotive parts and were reportedly
originally constructed with hospital demolition f£ill.

Previous studies have also identified other potential sources of
VOCs in the area of Eldorado Plat. The "Phase I Miami North Well
Field Environmental Testing and Development Program," prepared-
for the City of Dayton by CH2M Hill in January 1988, identified
many potential sources, including:

Potential Source Location Description

Eldorado Plat South Side of GMR Discarded Drum
Contents/WWII
Site

Gravel Pit Dump Site West of PRL Former Dump
Site

The CH2M Hill study also identified evidence of dump sites and
various junk piles in the Eldorado Plat area in 1965 aerial
photographs.

Aerial photographs of the area clearly show vehicles, junk,
debris, and other materials on the north side of Eldorado Plat in
the 19608 and early 1970s. Also, SCA observed stacks of drums in
Eldorado Plat last year at a residential location, and at least
one of the houses in Eldorado Plat is currently a workshop for
appliance repair. '

The evidence suggests that these locations adjacent to Bldorado
Plat are potential sources of VOCs in groundwater south of the
Great Miami River. 1In fact, TCE is a commonly used solvent and
diluent and is used for degreasing metal and electronic parts and
in anesthetics and medicine. 1,2-DCE is also a commonly used
solvent and is used as a refrigerant. These compounds were found
in Eldorado Plat groundwater but were not found in PRL
groundwater. Therefore, it is highly probable that these other
potential sources are the source of VOCs in Eldorado Plat
groundwater.

There is evidence of other sources of VOC concentrations in
Eldorado Plat, whose remediation is not the responsibility of SCA
or the PRL Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs).

RESPONSE:

The Agencies consulted with technical staff at Ohio EPA, on the
igssue of contamination migrating from PRL to the Eldorado Plat
area. Originally the Agencies believed that leachate from the
landfill was migrating into the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill, then vertically into the primary aquifer adjacent to
the landfill and then horizontally to the primary aquifer in the
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Eldorado Plat area. However, this theory does not explain how
contamination was identified in monitoring wells in the Eldorado
Plat area, both above and below the discontinuous till layer.
Discussions with technical staff and review of information in the
RI identified that the Great Miami River (GMR) is shallow, and
the GMR's influence on (i.e. discharge to) the shallow aquifer is
probably minimal at times. Therefore, the GMR is not necessarily
a barrier to ground water contaminant migration under the river,
to the Eldorado Plat area. Contamination from the shallow
aquifer adjacent to the landfill could be migrating under the GMR
to the Eldorado Plat area, immediately south of the GMR.
Therefore, the source of the contamination in the Eldorado Plat
area 13 most likely the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill.
This source 1is addressed by Alternative 4 through extraction and
treatment of the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill.

Although the "ethene*” contamination found in the Eldorado Plat
area ground water appear not to be related to the mainly "ethane”
compounds found in ground water adjacent to the landfill, the RI
did identify "ethenes" in the landfill gas vents (PCE, TCE),
landfill liquids (DCE), and in the shallow aquifer adjacent to
the landfill (DCE). This means that the "ethenes" found in
ground water in the Eldorado Plat area could be the result of
contamination migrating from PRL. Although TCE was found in
ground water in the Eldorado Plat area and TCE was not found in
ground water adjacent to the landfill, TCE could have migrated
from the PRL. Methane, which is present in the landfill, can act
as a catalyst to degradation of VOCs. Therefore the "ethenes”
adjacent to the landfill could be degrading faster than "ethenes”
which have migrated to the Eldorado Plat area. Which is why the
lower degradation products of "ethenes” are found in ground water
adjacent to the landfill (DCE) and the higher "ethene"”
degradation products (TCE) are still present in the Eldorado Plat
area.

Information presented by the commenter on inorganic constituents
in ground water and trends of chloride levels and specific
conductance do not conclusively support the above comment. U.S.
EPA's technical staff reviewed this information and determined
that the trends are not consistent, and the data acquisition is
spaced too far apart to support the conclusions.

The Agencies acknowledge that there is a possibility that other
sources for the contamination identified in Eldorado Plat exist.
However, RI data identifies ground water contamination between
PRL and the Great Miami River and immediately south of the GMR in
Eldorado Plat. The Agencies believe that the data identifies PRL
as the source of ground water contamination in the Eldorado Plat
area.

41



IMPLEMENTABILITY

COMMENT :

Alternative 3 is readily implementable, while the additional
source controls (on-site groundwater extraction and treatment) in
Alternative 5 may be difficult to operate, maintain and monitor
because of the close proximity of the Great Miami River and the
potential for flooding.

RESPONSE:

The Agencies disagree with this comment. Ground water extraction
and on-site treatment of ground water are proven and often used
technologies for addressing ground water contamination at
Superfund sites. These technologies should not be difficult to
operate, maintain or monitor. The extraction wells will be
designed to prevent interference in case of flooding. The ground
water treatment system will be on-site, on the north side of the
landfill, close to Powell Road, and should not be affected in
case of flooding. '

COST-EFFECTIVENESS

COMMENT :

According to the NCP, U.S. EPA believes that cost is a relevant
factor for consideration as part of the selection of the remedy
from among protective, ARAR-compliant alternmatives, and not
merely as part of the implementation phase.

Alternative 5 does not provide an incremental benefit over
Alternative 3 because the increase in cost for additional source
controls (estimated at a minimum of an additional $6 million but
could be as high as $38 million) in Alternative S does not
provide an incremental increase in the mass of compounds treated.

CERCLA, at section 121(a), states that "the President shall
select appropriate remedial actions ... which are in accordance
with this section and, to the extent practicable, the national
contingency plan, and which provide for cost-effective response."
Thus, cost-effectiveness is established as a condition for remedy
selection, not merely as a consideration during remedial design
and implementation. Further in the statute, at section

121(b) (1), Congress again repeats the requirement that only cost-
effective remedies are to be selected, as follows: "The President
shall select a remedial action that is protective of human health
and the environment, that is cost effective, and that utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment ... to the maximum
extent practicable." Therefore, cost-effectiveness is similar to
the threshold criteria (protection of human health and the
environment and compliance with ARARS) in that it is a statutory
requirement with which an alternative must comply in order to be
eligible for selection as the remedy.
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The actual cost of Alternative 5 may be significantly higher than
the FS and Proposed Plan estimates due to the actual extracted
quantity of groundwater required for containment and due to the
need to treat naturally-occurring compounds to achieve surface
water discharge limits. In addition, most of the water extracted
from the shallow wells will be induced from the river thereby
requiring treatment of large quantities of groundwater with
potentially nondetectable concentrations of compounds of concern.
In addition, as previously stated, pumping groundwater from the
aquifers will induce leachate flow from the landfill and may
subsequently contaminate the aquifers with compounds which would
require additional treatment. As a result, groundwater
extraction and treatment could result in additional costs of as
high as $38 million compared to Alternative 3.

As discussed above, it is estimated that the additional source
controls of Alternative S5 would only result in an increase in VOC
mass removal of 10 percent. The additional cost of Alternative 5
compared to Alternative 3, estimated from $6 to $38 million,
would represent an increase in cost of between 35 and 224
percent. The $6 million represents the cost difference between
Alternatives 3 and 5 using costs developed in the FS. Since the
FS, additional cost estimates were performed to evaluate
potential impacts on costs due to the potential degradation of
aquifer quality by implementation of Alternative 5. These cost
estimates indicate that there is a potential $38 million cost
increase. Clearly, Alternative 5 does not provide an incremental
benefit over Alternative 3.

Alternative 5 is not cost-effective and, therefore, does not
comply with this statutory requirement.

RESPONSE:

The NCP identifies in 300.430(f) (1) (ii) (D) that each remedial
action selected shall be cost-effective, provided that it first
satisfies the threshold criteria (protective of human health and
the environment and attain or waive ARARs). Cost-effectiveness
is one of the five balancing criteria (long-term effectiveness
and permanence, reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume (TMV)
through treatment, short-term effectiveness, and
implementability), to determine overall effectiveness. Overall
effectivenegs is then compared to cost to ensure that the remedy
is cost-effective. A remedy shall be cost-effective if its costs
are proportional to its overall effectiveness (NCP 300.430

(£) (1) (11) (D)) .

Alternative 4 reduces TMV through treatment of leachate from the
landfill and ground water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to
the landfill. The mass of compounds treated by Alternative 4
will not be very different from Alternative 3 because the
leachate treatment component will produce the majority of the
mass of compounds generated by the remedial action. The Agencies
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believe that treatment of ground water in the shallow aquifer
adjacent to the landfill is necessary to address and reduce
ground water risks and provide overall protection to human health
and the environment and provide long-term effectiveness and
permanence. The selected remedy is implementable. Potential
adverse short-term risks (short-term effectiveness) posed to on-
site workers will be controlled by implementation of engineering
controls. .

The cost difference between Alternative 3 and Alternative 4 is
$3.69 million. Alternative 4 provides additional long-term
effectiveness and permanence, provides overall protection to
human health and the environment, and reduces TMV through
treatment by extracting and treating leachate from the landfill
and ground water from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the
landfill. By extracting and treating leachate and ground water
from the shallow aquifer adjacent to the landfill, Alternative 4
will address the two sources of ground water contamination
present at PRL. The Agencies believe that the additional costs
to provide additional overall effectiveness is cost-effective.

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER SITES' RODS
COMMENT :

Implementation of Alternative 5 is inconsistent with remedies
selected for numerous similar sites. .

The selection of groundwater extraction and treatment at PRL (as
in Alternative 5) is not being applied consistently by U.S. EPA
and the State of Ohio. At similar Superfund landfill sites, U.S.
EPA did not recommend groundwater extraction and treatment.

RESPONSE:

Every Superfund site is different and it is not appropriate to
compare the Powell Road Landfill Superfund Site to other
Superfund Sites in the Region or nationally. One unique aspect
of PRL is that the Great Miami River buried valley aquifer, which
underlies PRL, is a sole-gsource aquifer for drinking water for
the City of Dayton. This sole-source aquifer was a major factor
in the decision of the ground water remedial action for PRL.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

COMMENT :

The Proposed Plan (p. 16) states "The timeframe to achieve
protection with Alternative 5 is estimated at 5 to 6 years, which
is the shortest timeframe estimated for any alternative
(Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 each had a 5- to 6-year estimated
timeframe)". The Plan should state that Alternatives 3, 4, and 5
all are estimated to achieve protection in 5 to 6 years. The
Plan should not imply Alternative 5 has the shortest timeframe.
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RESPONSE:

The Agencies identified in the Proposed Plan that Alternatives 3,
4 and 5 all have 5-6 year time frames to achieve protection. The
commenter i8 correct. The Proposed Plan should have clearly
stated that Alternatives 3, 4, and 5 all have the same egstimated
timeframe to achieve protection.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

COMMENT :

The Proposed Plan (page 13), states that Alternative 3 will
provide long-term effectiveness and permanence by eliminating the
source for future ground water contamination.

RESPONSE:

The Proposed Plan did state that Alternative 3 will provide long-
term effectiveness and permanence. The FS supports this
statement by identifying that natural attenuation of existing
ground water contamination will occur. U.S. EPA's technical
staff reviewed the RI, FS, Proposed Plan, and public comments, to
determine if natural attenuation is already occurring at PRL.

The information provided to the Agencies in the comment letter
included figures on ground water quality trends. This
information does not prove natural attenuation 18 occurring at
PRL. The trends are not consistent, and the data acquisition is
spaced too far apart to support the statement that natural
attenuation is occurring at PRL. Temporary shifts in flow
directions due to pumping or seasonal variations could cause
these reductions in ground water contamination.

The information provided to the Agencies by the commenter does
not support the statement that natural attenuation will address
all existing ground water contamination in a time-frame
comparable to extracting and treating ground water. Ground water
modelling, a tool which could support the sgtatement that natural
attenuation of ground water contamination may occur, was not done
at PRL. Additionally, informatiom about numerous conditions in
the aquifer, which must be within certain parameters, the balance
of these parameters, and concentrations of contaminants in the
ground water, are all necessary to evaluate if natural
attenuation can or will occur. None of thig information was
provided to the Agencies to support the statement that natural
attenuation will address existing ground water contamination at
PRL, in a time-frame comparable to extracting and treating ground
water.

Therefore, the Agencies do not agree with the commenter that
natural attenuation is occurring or cam occur at PRL.

The gselected remedial action will address the two sources of
ground water contamination at PRL; leachate in the landfill and
ground water in the shallow aquifer. Therefore, although
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Alternative 3 may provide long-term effectiveness and permanence
once ground water cleanup levels are achieved, it does not
directly address one of the sources of ground water
contamination; the shallow aquifer adjaceat to the landfill.

GENERAL COMMENTS

COMMENT :

Alternative 3 will comply with all of the NCP requirements,
accomplish the necessary protection and cleanup in the same time
as Alternative 5, and is significantly more cost-effective.

COMMENT :

Alternative 3 provides protection of human health and the
environment by controlling the source. The additional source
control provided by Alternative 5 does not provide additional
protection.

RESPONSE:

The Agencies do not agree with this comment. As discussed in the
ROD, section X., the Agencies believe that Alternative 4, the
selected remedial action, is the best alternmative to protect
human health and the environment, will comply with ARARs and is
cost effective. The selected remedial action utilizes permanent
golutions and treatment technologies to reduce toxicity,
mobility, or volume of the sources of ground water contamination
adjacent to PRL.
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Rules & ~eeulations: Montgomery Co. Samitary
Jeot. [ncinerators

Letter re: Specific Finding s of OEPA's
Evaluation

Letter Forwarding a Data Sheet Fros the
Joutheast District dffice

Sround Water Quality Saegiing
Montgomery Co.: Barqer Landfill {{ncludes
Figures and Data)

Reoort of [nvestigation of Two Montgomery
County Lanafill Sites (Including Barger
Lanatfill)

Letter re: Requasting the Jwner of Powell
Road to Close the Gpening :n the Bank to
Frevent Recurrent Flooding
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211729/76

271878

12/02/74

217 18/77

Careicnedi, w,,
“cCall Printing (o.

<amarg, J.. EF9

lemoyr., t.., CEFA

antei, ..
lantainer Services,
e

“ggre, J.. JEFA

~csier, J.. JEPA

gingesan, J..
“antgosery saunty
=galth vist.

Aingesan, J..
mgntgosery -ounty
~ealth Dist.

*antgoaery CO.
fanitary Dept. &
soarg of Co.
Sasagssioners

selaney, L.,
<angfill Systess

dindesan, J..
"ontgoeery Lounty
Heslth Dist.,

Rashidi, A.. OEPA

%ontgosery Co.
Janitary Deot. &
foard aof Co.
Zcss1ssioners

wantel, J..
l:ntalner lervizes
1c,

Siqert, 1., JEFA

sramgie. J.. JEPA

Woare, J.. JEPA

wright, J., wangtail

Systees

Noere, J.. JEFA

mantel. 0.,
Container Services
[nc.

Settlesire. R.,
Langfill Systeas

Bindesan, J..
Nontgosery Caunty
Health Dist.

Delaney. L..

Landf1]l]l Systess

Delaney. L..
Landfill Svysteas

ra

-etter re: ~esponse g 3 Reguest ‘3r °ne
Jhe@lzai “akeup af Products used ang Jicooses
Jr 4t Agoraveqd uanastfiil

(rfarsatiae re: Fercentace treaxdown ot
solids

"eqo re: Comoialnt Froa Forser taolovee at
“oweli Roag Langfill Rbout Jusoing Practices

Cover Letter for Cheelcai =naivsis of pii
Liquid and Sludoe Materials

Letter re: %eceiot of Paint Sludaes Desositec
at Powell Road

#eso Descriding Seologic ang Sround Water
Zonditions at Powetl Road Landfil]l Kelative
ta Disposal of Industrial Liquid Waste

Letter re: Receiot of the 10/11/74 ang
13/17/74 Letters and Jketches

Letter re: [nspection of Powell Road Landfill
an 3/13/74

Ruiss and Requlations, Montgosery Lo.
Sanitary Dept., Division of Solid Waste
Managesent, Rescliution No, 1309

Letter re: Request of Recycling Cardboard at
the Unloading Area '

Letter re: Proposed Salvage Systes

Letter re: Srandtathered Landfil]l Sites
Correction of Novesoer Letter Solid Waste

Resolution Asending Rules & Regulations.
Montgosery Co. Sanitary dest.. Division of
Solid Waste Managesent, Section 4, Paragraoh
2. With Section Attachee.
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5099473

SRR

LaIi29/79

1914075

a 1379

07753179

37419

wgore. J.. JEFA

_ce, 6.. Daveon
TeIting Lascratery.

_ge, 3., Javton
Testing uaonoratery.
inc.

23RA, . 3. Jept, of
-dpar
J5mA, U.3. Jeot. of
.agor

-

moore, +.. GifR

“gore, J.. JEPA

fingesan, i..
Yantgosery County
Aeaith Dist.

Findesan. J..
sontjosery Launty
nealth U1st,

Aindesan, J..
santgceery County
Aealth Dist.

3indesan, ..
Noatgosery Caunty
Health Dist.

Sindesan. J..
Nontgosery County
Health Dist.

meipreth, k., Invi,
serv,

“ater, J., ontainer
lervizes, (12,

Teter, J.. Cantainer
Jervices, .a¢.

301ng8, .. -anatill
Systess

Teter, J.. Landfill
Svstess

Hartharger, K., SCA
Jervices

Hartbarger, X.. S
Services

Hartbarqer, K., 3CA

Services

Ha}tbarqor. k.. SCA

Services

Jettlesire, R.. SCA

Services

_ptier ~e: c-weil Roag Langfiii Zhouil Nor e

“ansigereq as a rotential wanaryll ‘sr tte
J.sgeedl 1t .arie eqeents 7 Montaceery
TIantv 3 maste ytrean

Jruiling Lags

Teanspittal Letter ang Twg driliing Lcgs

Geccugational sealth Buideline for
i.1.2,2-Tetracnlgroethane
Occupationai <eaitn Suideline for
Tetracnloroethvlene

Letter re: %ecossendations for [msoroved
Operations at the Poweil Road Langfiil Based
on the Requlations Listed

"ptter re: Receipt of the Poweli Road
Sanitary Landfill Operations Report. with
Comments

Latter re: A List of the Corrective Actions

Agreed Uoon

Letter re: Routine [nspection of the rowell
Road Lanatill on 8s8/79

Letter re: lnsoection on b/18/79

Inspection an 6/27/79

Letter re:

Letter re; Disocsal of Hospital Wastes
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247530

4/28/30

15:01,80

i1deman, ...,
“antqosery -3unty
<eaith Dist.

stuper. £.. ZIA
lervices & Langfii.

-al2ee, 70

iingemdn, o.,
wentacaery Launty
~egith jist,

Jincesan. ...
YIatgosery Caunty
-eaitn Dist.

Si~desan. J..
“sntqomerv .aynty
<eglth ITist.

findesan. ...
Montqomserv Cgounty
~eajth Dist.

Findesan, .,
"antgosery County
=ealth Jist.

Sindesan, J..
“gontgosery Lounty
Kealth Jist,

zindesan, J.,
tantgosery County
nealth Dist,

findesan, J..
“ontgosery County
realth Dist.

dindesan, J..
Nontgosery County
Health Dist.

Bindesan. ..
Yontqosery County
~eaith Dist.

lettieatre, 4., iln

tgri1ces

LraemEn, L.,
=Inrocsery County
~edith Dist,

Zertiesire, %.. 3CA

cervices

Settlesmire, X,, 3CA
Services

sartbarger, ., 3CA
zervices

Hartparger, k.. 3CA
Services

Hartdarger,
Services

martharger, K., 3CA
Services

Hartbarger, K., 3CA
Services

Stuber, E.. Poweil
Road Landfill

Stuber, E.. Powell
Road Lanafill

Stuber. £.. Powell
Road Langfill

IZ33T322233333333

Latter "8 Tne FIrtidl (nSpecTion 2 Soweit
S230 Lar1tLL,

PLE A

.3nT8r r9; S25Q0rSe ] tne ~eport mritten on

s ¥ Zerasiimg vidlations eing Lir-ecteo

Letter ~a: Iaprovesents Mage Since P:§/7
seeting, 3ut Severe Meaitn Frooiess 3t:

Exist

-
v

o

Letter ~e: v.olations Listed in [j/5:7C
inspection reoort

Letter re: Agreesent That the 1v/5/79 Qrger
Zsuld 8e Coapried Within the Stipuiites 7
Jays

Letter re: Folliow-up [nspectian ta tre {9/17-
:79 [nspection

Letter re: Gtficial Grder to Make the
Corrections Listed Witnin the Stipulazeo ilse
Limmts

Letter re: Confirsation of the Reinspection
of the Powell Road vanafill on [1/145/79, with
Results Listed

Addation to the Insoection Report Dated
L/18/80

Letter re: Confirsation of Partiai
Aeinspection of Powell Road Lanatall at 3:l¢
om on 4/146/80, With vioiations Listed

Letter re: Zonfirsation of Partial insoection
aof Powell “oad Landfill on 4/23/80, with
Results Listed

Latter re: Confirsation of the Partial
Inspection of Powell Road Landfill at 4:45 on
on 4/29/80, with Results Listed
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493,581

nd03:8l

28i13/81

+4:15/84

1999:31

I3/04/81

1390781

13/00/82

13/23/82

6i01/82

wunCR

s33333

aindesan, ;..
Ngntgosery County
~ealth Dist,

Sindesan. J.. JEPA
S JEPa

s.mgeman,

Senaping, 4., JEFA

“ctarty, .. OEPA

w.Carty, ... GEPA

eright, 7., OEPA

Stuber. £.. SCA
lervices of Oha,
Inc.

Stuber, E.. 3CA
Services
J,53. EPA

Hoager, R..,
jowser-fAorner

Testing Laboratorie-

s, Inc.

sromn, D.. Craig.

R., ot al, U.S. EPA

Sahsaan, J.. HOWMR

Noare, J.. OEPA

Wright, T.. OEPA

Stuber. E.. Fowels
R0a0 Lanafiil

_andfrl. srsteas,
(ac.

“eters, i.. Faeeti
Aoag Landfill

Stuber. €., Foweli
Aoad Lanafill
Yoore, J.. JEFA
dgore. J.. OEFA
Landtill Svstess,
Inc.

"!qhtl T' .
Montgosery County
Aealth Dist.

Moore, J.. OEPA

Murray, J.. SCA
Services of dhio,
inc.

Tate, 8., Solid
liltlvﬂanQQllnt

Landtill Systess.

Inc.

Sesuits sf wne ar¥ 3 {agpection

Iaisc WMaenE D.s3Ctdi «i2idtlsn hoolle

lgilg waste ©ispasai Yiolatidn Net.le

Letter Forwarding Analysis Reoort *2r ne
deli dater Sasoie Coilectes on tne Lanatiii
Property on 5/13/30

Inter-0ftice Cosaunication res 3:18/30 Site -

{nvestigation

Yego re: Powell Road Landtill Momitoring
« {ncludes Maos

Sol1d waste Disposal Violation Notice

deso Resoonding to violations Noted in the
Insoection Dated 3/31/81

Letter re: New Topograohic Map Showing the
Locations of the Monitoring Wells Being
Installed 1n June

Notification of Hazardous Waste Site

Regort on Soil Borings and Piezoseter
Installations at Pomeil Road Landfiil

Project Sussary: Technigues for nandling
Langborne So1lls of Volatile Hazardous
Substances

Article Entitied. °Chesacals 1n Qur Lives:
what is This Thing Called TCE?® iincludes
Attachaents)

Letter re: 3/23/82 Telepnons Conversation

Salid Waste Disposal Viclation Notice
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24r19/83

42857

(3117783

10/01/83

14i29/33

07:08/83

13/28/83

10708784

0470084

o THOR

23332

driant, 7.,
Nontqomery County
4ealth Dist,

Jisney, R.,
“ouser-maorner
“asting Laderatories
3. inz,

“oore, ¢.. JEPA

doore, J.. UEPA

d.3. EPA

Jisnev, k.,
Bowser-forner
“esting Laboratorie-
s. [1c,

Erune, P.. Ecology &
Environeent

fhodes. J., SCA
Jervices

Disney, R.,
Bowser-Morner
Testang Laboratorie-
s, inc.

Rurray. J.. SCA
Services

Laagola, 0.,
Eaviremesntal
Ressarch Group, Inc.

Grile, T. and Yoe,
Fire Deot.

U.S. EPR

RECIPIENT

Stuber, €., .inartil

Sveteas

3CA
¢ria,

myrrav, J..
lervices af
inc.

shitsore. ... JEFA

Nurray, .. 3CA
Services

File

3CA Services of
ghie. Inc.

Uls‘ EP.

wright, T..
Nontqosery County
Heaith Dist,

SCA Services of
Ohio, [nc.

Noore. J.. OEPA

SCA Services

Noore, J.. JEPA

--------------

Letter Farwaraing the Findings 0 Last
seonesads s nspectian

Feport an (nstailation af Groungwater
Monitar:ng velis

Memo re: Case No. 7386, wanafiil Comoialne,
Landfil]l Svstess. [nc.

Letter re: the Meeting ana [nspectioral _
Review of 2:10/83 and the Testing of Fassive
Atsospneric Pioe Vents

site Inspection Report

Repart on [nstailation ot Two Groundwater
fonitoring wells

Prelisinary Assesseent

Letter re: Plans for Upgrading the Gas
Control Facilities at Powell Road. With
Urawings and Mae Attached

Regort on Soil Boring and Installation of
Triplet Gas Monitoring Wells at Foweli Road
Langfill

Transaittal Meso for Engineering Report and
Nag for Installation of the Multi

Laversd Methane Monitoring Wells for Fowell
Road Landtill

Results of the Monitor dell Tests Showing
Benzene

Chronology of Fire Calls at the Poweil Road
Landfill

Powell Road Landf1il {NPL Site] Descrigtion
and Background As of 9/33 and Status As of
4/84
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ia28/34

1./23/84

1:/28/84

1:1/78/94

12/04/84

12/10/94

01/14/83

01/23/83

01/30/83

TR

4.3, EPA.

2EPA

vazup, 8, maste
“inagesent, .1,

dabeach, J.. Javton

Jaliv News

Sqley. §., Journai

Heraig

Asadon, N..
Montgosery Ssunty
4eaith Deot.

~aadon, V.,
Nontgosery County
Health Deot.

daadon, N.,
Montgcsery County
Health Deot.

Geadon, M.,
Nontgamery County
Health Deot.

Asagon, N.,
Nontoosery County
Health Dist,

Bergstros. M.. OEPA

Powers, R.. U.5. EPA

Powers. R.. U.3. EPA

gallottr, D. and

Stispson. K., Weston

reiids, B., waste
Manageaent, Inc.

€.le

vy
>
-—-
L

dales, F.

sledsoe. K.

Hutt, Ronald, Mr.

ang Mrs,

Ciark 0il Cosoany

Area Residents of

Powell Road Landfill

File

Buckley. R.. U.S.
(1)

Lake, C.. U.5. EPA

Area Residents of

Powel! Road Landfill

1ToE GRICRIFTIIN
$332233233232233:233

cwell %048 LangTiil il3n@itises 4t

wFL Jite:
€ T ang dtatus e 9t 334

:
3

-3207Q3PY Andiv3is 3t Syanv ucres

1us01Y

dater
Yeq0 re: 0as Coiiection dvstes
Newspaper wrticie, 'EPA Jraers 4 Trailer Fark

*g Jwitcn to City dater Cine’

Newspaoer drticle, ‘Taibot [nstigates Prooe
3f Water Contaeination’

Labaratory Analysis of Dales Well Water
Laboratory Analysis of Bledsoe s Well mater
Labaratory Analysis of Huff's Well Water

Laboratory Analysis of the Clark Station s
Well Water .

Letters to Residents of Davton, UH re: the
Results of the Ladoratory Analysis on the Two
Water Sasoles Taken Froa fherr Well on
11/9/84 and 11/15/84

List of Known Wells Not Aiready Saspled
Letter Forwarding Available Data ca the VOC
contastnated Acuifer in Davton. OH, with Maps
Attached

Regquest for Aerial Photd Survey

Letter re: Sasoiing of Wells

Bowden, R., U.S. EPA Ground Water Contasination Work Plan
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10721038
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10736783

11199

12/22/33

T3-238Y

Gei 089

nei28/88

32/ 04789

03/05/83

03708789

tazuh, §.. naste
Yanagesent, inc,

Fowers, R., J.3. ¢FA

rasuh, ¢, daste
4anagesent. [°C,

senrv, ®., City 97
Jarton

Fowers, R.. 4.5, EFA
“awers, K.. U.3, EPA
Sycnanan. 3.. Tox1C

nztion rraject

Fowers, R.. J.3, EPA

Powers, §.. U.3. EPA

2.3, EPA

Kciuh, W, daste
Vanaqesent, Inc.

Powers, R.. U.S. EPA
Adaskus, Y., U.S.
1, )

0EPA

tulea, §., U.S. EPA

Pawers, %., .3, IFe

(¥
"

Nigedu, Y., ..3. &

ta
v

N

X

Powers. ®.. 4.3, 2
Adamrus, v., u.3,
eFd

Kozun, #.. Waste
%anagesent, [nc.. et

al.

Narchesk:, Huber
Hts. Res.

Agamkus, V., 4.3,
gPa

dang, 6., U.3. EFh

gnat, R., weston

Kazoo. B.. GEPA and
Kozuh, W., Maste
Nanagesent. [nc.

Barder, B.. Naste
Nanagesent, Inc.

Bergstroa, M., OEPA
m"' nll city of
Davton

Public

File

(- 4]

LTI EICRIETION
333333233323332233

Letter e dWiste Minigeaent Linguitants ana

I1ring uregs
Saong Secors re: Jar(on ~jyiter Coesents

Letrer re: [/11:39 Meeting it Foweri Fcag
-angtili %2 Lccate Frro0sen 3cringe

Jetter re: .ack of Resedral Action Fuading
‘ar Two Gh20 NFL S1tes

Fhone and Conversation Records 7ros various
Dates re: dork on sells 81 ano ¥

Phone Record re: Resident of Poweli Road
Requesting dell Data Issediately

~etter -e: Lack of RI/FS Funding for 3even
Jhio NPL Sites

fhone Recors re: Responsa to Letter Fros the
City of Davton Cossissioner Which Asked,
*What W31l EFA Do wbout Poweli Roas™*

Phone Record re: Sampiing Tesporar:ly
Suspended Due to Inaccessibility of Wejls #!
ana §2

Phone Record re: Orilling Ceased Unt1l Flood
Waters 60 Back Dowm

Meso re: Powell Road Landfill Suoerfund GWM
Project Delavs

Phone Record re: Residential Well Data
Release

Response to 2/13/89 Letter re: Funding for
Two Ohic NPL Sites

News Release: ‘Results of Nater Sieeles 3how
That the Water Presents No Issediate Heslth
Hazard*

Telephone Conversation with Ross Fowers re:
Eaergency dctions

[TIE) ¥

" o Ny
“

(8]

vy



ot |

L

113

i

13
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119

120

PL

212,89

23013783

o4 58793

14408733

T4012/3%

1408783

0892/ 3%

05/19/8%

03/22/83

1e/11/89

. omE

Favers, R., U.3. EPA

‘Eceil. H

fowser-Marner

“3gning dagratarie~

z, ac.
S:t:sorr:s, S..
daste Manacesent.
inc.

Sacer, .. €€
carsion, M., daste

Yanagesent. !nc.

dgaskus. V.. J.3,
£24

‘ozuh, B., Waste
Yanagesent, Inc.

fazun, W,, Waste
Manaqesent, Inc.

rozgn, 4., daste
“anagesent, Inc.

Yaun, W., Naste
Managesent, Inc.

terostros, M., OEPA

Fitzeerris, S..
dasts Managesent,
Inc.

Gaat, R., Neston

NeGram, J.. U.S, EPA

SEIIPIENT
232883832

Aozun, ¥., maste
L., ¥.. aestan

rozun, ®., #aste
Managesent, (2,

n

v
—
-

tozuh, M., Waste
Ranagesent. Inc.

Moore. J.. JEPA

guchanan, 3., Tsxic

Action Project

Mclssac, P.. £7C

Kellas. R., Maste
Nanagesent, [nc.

Bergstrom, M., JEPA

Sergstroe, M., JEPA

Kozuh, M., Naste
Nanagesent, [nc.

Powers, R.. U.S, EPA

Bergstroe. M., JEPA

Adaskus, V.. U.3.
(1] ]

amwaseyas

TITLE JESCAIETIIN
2333282233323 32128

Shone Records re: Yoring seii o

Letrer re: A List Of Jaegie/L3de Uesignations
Turrently feing useg

Yeso re: Soring 193

Teleohone Mesq re: Fesults of Two Sasoles,
#1th the Actual Report deing Forwardeo

Letter re: 1984 First ang Secong Sest
Annual Sroungwater Monitoring “esuits

Letter Responging to Request for [nfarsation
on Progress of Seven Ohio NPL Sites

Letter re: Confirsation Analysis of Sasole
Hi748

Neso re: lUpdate Meetina, 4/3/83 with Herd
Eagon

Letter re: Request for Groundwater Momitoring

9ata for the City af Dayton welifields, Sunny
Acres Mobile Hose Court, and Other Data
Relevant to Powelil Road Landfill

Letter re: Analvtical Results for a Regional
Perspective

Letter re: VOC Data fros Local Wells

Letter re: U.S. EPA Water Analysis Results

Letter Forwarding All the Aalvtical Results
Received by the U.S. EPA froe [T Coro.. ERT
Labagratory

Meso Directing [nvestigation of Local
Concerns About Powell Road Landfill Funding
and Effects on Aguifer, With Attacheents

22483
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974)9/33

0uli24:59

GB/LL/8S

87197893

19/09/88

05/09/83

13703799

10409/83

11/04/8%

12/22/03

93/05/84

1370386

07714/86

z23333

Sergstros. M., EPA

Zowers, R.. o.3. EPR

linstantelos, 8.,
J.8. EPA

Cagon, M., k. 8.
£agon Jr.

Waldvagel, L., U.5.
cPA

Nelson. ..
“ntgosery County
seaitn Jest.

pucxley, R., U.S.
EFA

daldvogel, K., U.S.
£PA

Assdzich, 6..
Cangressaan Tony
Hall's Office

Sedtieid, M., G.S.
tPA

iozuh, ¥., Waste
Nanagesent. Inc.

Waldvegel. K., U.S.
EPA

Plﬂ.ll’. ‘oa U-s. E’“

Stone, C.. U.S. EPA
Stone. €., U.S. EPA

anfiCYq Joc U.S.
tPA

sgliviey!

puckiev, r.. .3,

gPA

Feozmorr:s, 3.
saste Manicesent
{nc.

z8raw, J.. U.3. EPR
Yozun, #., saste

Manageeent Inc,

Pawers, #.. U.5. EPA

fowden, R.. U.3, EFA

Janderlaan, 6., U.S.
EPA

“.1‘11:”. Gll
Congressaan Tony
Hall's Office
¥aldvogei. K., U.S.
EPA

Waldvogel. K., U.5.
EPA and 0. Staurer

Powers, R., U.5. EPA

Kozuh, N., Waste
Naasgesent, [nc.

U.S. EPA, Region V

Hoasy, J.. Waste
Ranagesent Inc.

Hoasy, J., Wdaste
Managesent [nc.

Bruce., 0..

Taliaterro, 0., ot
Ill U.s. EP.

10
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3332333%32332232333

“onitoring weli installation for 3roume water
Zantamnarian

<2LtTer Nequesting U.3. TFN Andiveis 3T

iroungwater

Reso Uescribing Steos Taxen tS Resgong 20
vacal Concerns Adout Sffects ar Aguiter

Letter Sussarizing the hvdrogesicgic Jata
Recently Gbtaines

ietter re: U.3, EFA Awaiting the Resainder >f
the Lagoratary Sissie Analvsis

Report entitied. “A Public Health Assessaent
ot the City of Dayton s Undergroung Drinxing
water Resources’

Meso re: Referral ‘or Resedial Action of the
Powell Road Landf1l]l Groundwater

Phone Record re: Conversatiom Updating
Congressadn Res. T. Hall on Powell Road
Landfill

Cover Letter w/Press Release

Phone Record re: Discussion of City of
Dayton s Orinking Nater

Letter re: Sugerfund Esergency Study, ¥ith
Final Report Attached

Letter Forwarding Photographs Taken on the
10/22/88 Trio '

U.5. EPA Buidance on Endangersent nssosgnont
Letter re: PRP Mesting in Colusbus Office
Letter re: U.5. EPA, OEPA and PRP Meeting on
the RI/FS

Neso re: Site Visit and the RI Work Plan
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7188
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20887

13717787

1816787

NTUIT )

0T199/87

07437187

900787

$9,22/97

320087

13/38/87

10/13/87
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32332

ioshitanl, ..

Jingtelder, J., et

ai. COM

Jufficy, d.. V.3
ZFA

Juttiey, ¢.. w3,
EFA

Trueiove, R..
Canoco. Inc.

Oufticy, v.. .5,
3]

Dufticy. d.. J.3,
2

UIS. EP“

Rozeile. J.. Nlam
Conservancy Dist.

Hall, J.. U.5. EPA

(€.C. Johnson &
Ass0c.. inc.?]

Kozuh. ¥.. 3CA
Services

Stegen, R.. Waste
Nanagesent of North
Aeerica, [nc.

Stegem, R.. Vaste

Nanageaent of North
Aserica. Inc.

Bufficy. J.. U.S.
EPA and Allen, M.,
0EPA

EIFIENT
233238333

W3, EPR

1azun, W., easte
Randgesent 3¢
Jeerica. inc.
UeMare, J., citizen
Siebert, 8., King

911 Toois

File

Jesare. J.. Citizen

Puklic
D“'fi"c J‘ L] u.s-
EPA

Farrest, J.,
0.p.1.C.

U.3. EPA

Qufficy, J.. 4.5,
EPA ang Allen, 1.,
OEPA

Dufficy. J.. U.S.
EPA

Dutficy, J.. U.S.
EPA

Fozuh, #., 5CA and
Stegen. R.. Waste
Nanagesent

11

TITLE JEICRISTION J38E5
3223323332 8333138 23333
Transeittai Letter, With the Coesunity D
Setarions #lan

-atter re: grast worx Pian rar tne RI.F3 N
~none fecard re: Frivate Citi:en Fequest '3 !
3¢ hept Abreast of Happeninas

Letter re: Testing of Cosgoung 143 {
Sussary of Cossents on sork Plan 4
Letter Forwarding the List of Organsc l
Cosoounds and Metals Reguested Showing

gxactly What Will Be Mnalyzed

Superfund Progras Fact Sheet: Poweli Road 4
Langfiil Site

Letter Forwarding Prooerty Maps in the 3
vicinity

Letter re: Fact Sheet for the Powell Road !
Landfill Superfund Site

Final Work Plan, Powell Road Landfiil: 128
Technical Scose of dork

reteer re: RI/FS Mnalvtical Data Reoorting 2
Letter re: RI/FS Work Plan, math Revisions <
Latter Forwarding Two Copies of the Final {

RI/FS Work Plan

.

Letter re: Outstanding [ssues Raised In
Regards to the Work Plan and Backgroune
Issues and Project Data Acguisition
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154

183

200064 88

00190/88

39/00/33

ei 088

22710,88

92i17/38

12/22/68

n2/29/88

3702/88

5.3, EFA ane GEPA

Jci. EP’

sazuh, k.. 3CA

lervizas

srlizaes, M.,
Santang, F.. et al,

“ede E?"'

iilie #e, City of
Javion

Suitivan, L.. Ghio

Suburdan nater
tasoany

Zases t Noore

Jases & Mocre

Sases & Moore

Jases & Moore

4.3, EPA

Jases & Moore

Tufficr, J.. U.S.
£PA

Rozelle, J.. Miaei

Conservancy District

Jones, C.. OEPA

C.ty of Davton

€
vy}

“.ondail, Ko, L3
grh

Fielic

etfizy, Q.. WL
grd

”‘ll( J.Q u‘lsl EF“

“all, 3., U.S. EFA

SCA Services of
Ohio. Inc.

3CA Services of
dhio, inc.

SCA Services of
dh1o. inc,

3CA Services of
dhto, Inc,

Pudlic

U.S. EPA

Lozuh, W., SCA
Services of Ohio

Hall, J.. U.3. EPA

Xozuh, W.. 3CA and
Stegen, R.. Waste
Ranagesent

Public

12

idministrat.ie Jrder ov Lansent

News Reizase: J.3. SFW %0 ori.ef Tesigents
_etter re: ‘ew scntractor Fraject Loordinator
ing Aiternate

Jrgject Sussary: Sisutation ot Leacnate
Jeneration vros Municioai Jolid Naste

Letter re: ®1/F3 Wore Plan, with Response to
Coesents iros City ot Daytos

Latter re: RI/FS Work Plan, with Resoonse to
Cossents fros Ohig Suburban dater Cosodny
Attaches

3] Report. vai. 4: Apgendix T, Analvtical
Jata

kI Resort. vol. $: Aooendix C. Analyticai
Data

RI Regort. vol. o: Appendix C. Analvtical
vats

RI Report. vol. 7: Apgendix C. Analvticai
Data ’

Fact Sheet: Paowell Road Landfill 3ite

Project Organization: Powell Road Langfill
RI/FS

Phone Record re: Additional Work on the
installation of 2-3 Piezoseter Clusters

Letter re: Request for a Copy of the Consent
Order for RI/FS Studies Detween SCA Services,
U.S. EPA, and the JEPA

Letter re: RI/FS Designated Project
Coordinators.

Press Release: °City of Davton's Early
Warning Detection Systes Protects Drinking
Water Supoiv’

517

543

1

L5 )
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NY SOOI
4:05/68

a8:08/88

24,1188

281458

/19786

24i76i88

15/09/68

03/05/98

25/16/88

vazuh, H.. 3CR
jervices

Tines, .. EPA

. s . -
T
PO AL PN IR I

2SR ang Ailen, 4.,
JEFR

20a88. v .. Ul3e
grh

sed il

vouh, 4., 3CA
services

lanes, C.. CEPA

sall, J.. U.S. EPA

Janes, C.. OEPA

(ozun, W. and Trent,
K., 3CA Services of
imo. ln:,

DuffICY| Jl ] UISD
EPA and Allen, M.,
JEPA

nlfﬂﬂ. Joo U.s.
EPA and Allen, A.,
0EPA

OEPA. U.S. EPA,
Jases & Noore. Waste
Mgt. & SCA Services

Bufficy, J.. U.3.
ePA

E2iSIET

Jufficy, J.. L.
CFA ang Alien, ¥,
ZEPA

dazeh, W, I
services

rozun, ., SCh and
Stegen. 7., Waste
Hanageeent

Niedergang. N., §.3.
EFA

Jhio Suburoan sater
Zassany

Jones, <., JEPA

Trent, ., 3CA
Services,naste
Managesent

dutticy, 0.. U.3.
EPA

Stegen, R.. Haste
Hanagesent ang
Xozuh. #., SCA
Services

Dufficy, Jd.. U5, .
EPA and Allen, %..
OEPA

Yozuh, ¥., SCA ang
Stegen, R.. Waste
Nanagesent

Kozuh, ¥. and Trent,
K., SCA Services of

u.S. EPA

NeCulloch, C.. Jases

& Noore

13

L EHAIETIIN

2232222323223 3T238
Teanseiital Letter ror RIFI GRPP, AP arg
=eajth ¥ lafetv flan

LBTTEr re: 1314087 “etnrane a8 cents

<20L8r re: Froject Schequie & Coatractor
“pprovai

Meao re: Review of JAPP
Sroundwater Frotection Plan, Fhase i: seii
Field Evaluation Plan of Action

gas vent and Flare Repair

Shone Meso re: Revisw of (APP/SAP

Neso re: Cossunity Relations Activities

Letter re: OEPA Participation in R] Sasoiing
Activities )

Letter re: RI/FS Change 1n Personnel

Letter res U.5. EPA and OEPA's Coseents on
the GAPP/SAP, Modifications Reguired Before
Aoproval '

Letter re: Necessary Modifications to the
JAPP/SAP Befare Aoerovai

Teleghone Meso re: Claritication of Aaency
{oseents to the JAPP/SAP

Cover Letter for GAPP Sections Fros Another
Docusent Which Clarifies Scee Questions

Ll

32233

.

1Y

[22]
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130

191

192

1%/31/38

10/01/88

15i02/08

74i06/96

6i13/98

26/13/88

06/13/88

26/13/88

26/20/98

Sy THGR

JEPA. U.S. EPA.,
Jases & Moore, saste
Hanagesent, SCA
lerv.

Zases & Moore

itrent, ., 3CA
Jervices af 3hig.
inc.

Trent, .. 3CA
Services ing
Passena, J.. vaste
Rinagesent

Trent, K., 3CA
lervices of Ima,
inc.

Ailen, M., JEPA

Trent, K.. Vaste
Nanagesent of North
Aserica. Inc,

Trent, K.. 5CA
jervices af Ghia,
Inc.

Trent. K., 3CA
Services of Ohio,
Inc,

Trent. X.. SCA
Services of Qhio.
[nc.

Dases & Noore ad
Eagen & Masoc.

“-’ ‘nq Jf.. U.s.
EPA

Jones, C.. OEPA

SECIPIENT
223233338

3CA Services

Jutticy. d.. 4.8,
EFA and Aiien, M.,
JEPA

duftscy, J.. U.S.
EFA ang Alien, M.,
Q0EPA

Jones. ¢.. U.S. EPA

Dutticy. d.. U5
£PA

Public

Dufficy. J.o U.Se
EPA and Allen. M.,
(JEPA

Dutticy. 3. U.5,
EPA and Allen, A..
OEPA

Rozelle. J.. Miass
Conservancy District
SCA Services of

Ohie, Inc.

Niedergang. N.. U.S.
EPA

Trent, K.. SCA

Services af Ohio,
Inc.

14

TULEC UESCRIPTION

Teleghone Mesa re: Contiauation to Clarity
Jevisions to e Made to JAPP/SAP

Addendus No. 1. Health & Safetv Plan: Foweil
so0ad R1.73

cetter re: RI/FS Addencus to neaitn & Zaiety

Plan

Latter re: RI/FS Changes 1n Personnei

Letter Forwarding Maps ang derial Fhotograons

Letter Forwarding a Copy of Ohio Suburtan s
Weilfield Evaluation Plan

Press Releases Planned RI/FS to be Conducted
by SCA Services (Includes Distribution List)

Lettar re: RI/FS Aeendesnt No. | Perzoseter
[nstallation

Latter re: Private well Survey dork Plan

Letter re: Washwater Dispesal

aAPP RI - Private Well Survey Vork Plan
Nese re: Review of the Phase | RI/FS Q0PP

Letter re: Piezoseter [nstallation Prooosal

T
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97/2%/38

07725188

17:28/88
08104/8§
5i04,38
8409/88

08/22/88

08/22/88

$8/29/88

Y’M!- K' [ ] s:“
lervices of gh:a.
[nc.

suttiey. J.. U.3.
£5A ano Jones. C..
(EFA

salura, 3.,
Casouihes Lao

Fatoer, V., SCA
Services of (o,
inz,

Trent, K., SCA
services ot Jhio,

ac,

Tindall, k., V.5,
EPA

Trent, K.. 3CA
Services of Ohio,
[ne,

Jones. C., JEPA

Janes, .. uEPd

Jones, C.. OEPA

Tr”'. l.‘ m
Services of Ohia,
Inc.

Yfﬂlt. lll Sc‘
Services of Ohio.
Inc.

Sadzewrcz, J.. OEPA

EIIPIENT
:33383332

Trent, v, 3R
lervices irg
Fasseno. ;.. daste
fanaqcesent

Sieth, .. Cosouthes
Lad

4.5. EFA
4.5, EPA ana JEPA

dlien, R, and Jones,
C.. JEPA

U.S. EPA and OEFA

SCA Services, Waste
Sanagesent of N.
Aserica. U.5. EPA

Tindall. K., U.3.
EPA ang Trenst, X..
SCA Services

Trent, K., SCA
Services of Ohio,
{nc.

U.5. EPA and OEPA

Jones, C., OEPA and
Hannahs, R., U.S.
EPA

" Downing, R.

13

R T L

SURIPTIIN
2333233333333333%

$C0sal

[ =)
s

-aner re; sasnwater

J2TTEr 7@ U3, IFG 10q JEFe § Review QT the
agre "lan c¢r the Srezoseter instaliaticn

Mego re: duantitation af Asazisine

Access nqreesent :n (rcer o Study the
croungwater

atter re: RI/FS Benzidine Analysis

Nego re: Designation of Ken Tindall as the
Resedial Project Manager

“etter Forwarding a Report Frecared by Eagon
§ Agsoc. Entitled, "Existing Mydrogeciogy and
vater Quality®

Letter re: RI/FS Change OEPA Project
Fersonnel. Mark Allen #1]] Be Designated as
the Alternate Project Coorainator for JEPA

Letter re: Residential Weil Survev Letter of

Introduction

Letter re: Residential Well Survey Letter of
{ntroduction

Letter re: Kathy Trent, Project Coordinator
Should be Reslaces With Jases Forney and
Kathy Trent Will Reslace Jeft Passeno As
Alternate Project Coardinator

Letter re: RI/FS Washwater Plan Approval

Letter Forwarding the OEPA Perert to Install

2353
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99598, 38

19/78/389

19¢12/68

09/20/58

)9/22/68
09,2288
49/22/68

9726788

19:28/88
10/07/88

10/17/88

AL TRoE

Jiees & Moore

Jases & Moore. :ia
lervices, tetcalr &
Sady. JEPM, u.3, cPA

R b F TP

Fa

ianes, .. JEFN and

Tindail, .. U.5,
31

Jores, v.. JEPA and

Tindall, K. U.5.
P4

jones, C., JEPA

Farney, J.. 3CA -

Servizes a° (hto,

Inc.

jaees & Moore

lases & Moore

Dases & Moore

" jones, C.. OEPA

Dases § Noore

Sawyer, A., City of

Dayton

Jases & Roore

G

3CA dervices o*
Jrie. incC,

Fiie

Trent, K., 3CA
Services and

Fasseno, J.. Haste

Ranagesent

Trent, K., 3CA
3ervices and

Sasseno. J.. Waste

Manageaent

Forney, J.. Naste
Managesent and
Trent, K., SCA
Services

U.S. EPA ana GEPA

SCA Services of
Ohio. Inc.

SCA Services of
0“10. Inc.

SCA Services of
Ohio. [nc.

Forney. J. and
Trent, X.. SCA
Services

SCA Services of
Ohie. Inc.

Lilli, W,

SCA Services of
Ohia. Inc.

1d

"ITLE SESTRIFTION
223223332 3X23233

taeraency kesgonse Fidn. including %a0% 4N
“10.08

“aiegnone Meeg cr Cantereace ii, et ¢
;IR wgency Coeeents to UnFP ang IeF
Jocueents

Jite visit ana the Furoose of trhe Feeting

Letter re: JAPP and 3AP Agprovai

U.5. EPA & OEPA's Cospleted Review of the
First Revision of the GAPP ane 4P

Letter re: Residential dell Survey Flan
Proposal ia/13/88 Submittal)

Letter Forwarging the Final Revisions of tne
JAPP, SAP. ang HASP

Health & Safety Plan
3APP R1, Vol. L of 3
PP AL, Veol. Z of 3 {(Appendices B & C)

Letter re: U.3. EPA and OEPA’s Ccesents on
the Existing Hydrogeclogy and Water Ouality
data

QAPP RI, Voi. 3 of 3 (Agpendices 0 - F)
Agreesent Between the City of Davton and SCA
Services Relating to Ground Water Ronstoring
Technacal Mesorandus, Tasks 20 and Zi:

Surficial Soal and Subsurficial Soil Sasoling
ang Analysis

E

3

2
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D

198

£00

436

149

11

19
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135738

12,5788

12715/88

tuan 8
.5:5./58

12f:3f38

un:u0i39

01/23/89

$1/24/89

02/23/89

R
223338

Jases & Roare
| AR
Zases } Score

Farney, .. daste
Manaaesent =7 North
Aeerica, inz,

Tingali. k.. U.3.
£24 ana Jones. C..
JEFA

Farney, 4., daste
Manaagesent of Nortn
“serica, inc.

Tingall. V., .3,

. EPA and Jones. c..

GEPA

Trent, K.. Naste
Managesent of North
Agerica. Inc.

Farney, J.. Waste
Managesant of North
aserica, Inc.

jones, C.. JEPA and
Tindall, K., U.S.
tPh

Allen, M., OEPA

Formey, J.. SCA
Services of Ohio.
fnc.

Farney, J.. Waste
Nanagesent of North
Aserica. Inc,

S
:33333333

3CA Services ot
gh1a,

1w
sws

Sarney, J.. #ast?
“inagesent, [3:.
iCh Services 3¢
Jh1e,. inc,

1.3, EPA ana JEFA

Farney, J. and
Trent, K., dasce
Managesent of North
Aserica

Tingall, n., U3
tFA

Farney. J.. Waste
Managesent of North
Aeerica. Inc.

U.5. EPA and OEPA

Tindall, K., 4.3,
£PA ane Jones. C..
OEPA

Trent, K. and

Passenc, J.. Waste
Nanagesent of Nortn
Aserica

Forney, J.. Naste
Nanagesent of North
Aeerica. [nc.

U.S. EPA and GEPA

U.5. EPA ang OEPA

17

RS
ZT383333333333333

Technizai Mesorancus, Task lu: Aedient ae
Juality jnvestigation

Seview Lsaments In Iecong “evisisn 5t AP

Tecrnical Meecrangua, TiSF 3: lag {ntegrivy
Jtuay

.etter Forwaraing tne Resigentiai deli Survev
Seport That Has Zeen Freparea for ScA
Jervices of Jhi0 Ov Eigon mesoc. fcr Feview

Letter re: Recurring Prebles of Deviations
‘roa the FRL JaPP

Letter re: Response to 11/15/86 Letter
Concerning Comsencs on the 3econd Revision of
the GAPP, with Cossents

Letter re: Residential Water Survey and
Gecossended Saspiing Sites

Letter re: Notice of Address Change for
tathryn Trent. Alternate Project Manager for
the RI/FS

Cover Letter For Aerial Photos That SCA
Services Qbtained Fros Collins
Saddler & Assoc.

U.5. EPA and OEPA’s Cossents to Revision i of
the GAPP ‘

Letter Forwarding the 3/2/72 Nises
Conservancy district Correspongence

Letter re: the Second Round of Srouncwater
Saesling and Change to the Overall RI/FS
Schedule

Letter re: the First Round Analytical Results

[ 4
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. 0317489

13/26/38

34389

24704789

4i07/89

04/20/99

03/00/89

T.nealbl, ke, JL3,
293 ang Doweer, 1.,
JEPA

ilien, M., JEPA

Sseev, j.. saste
®anagesen: 21 Nortn
aaer:ca. [rc.

Txnoilil ll"l Ulsl
]

iiien, M., OEPA

T‘b:“ll. Kl. u-S'
gFA and Alien, M.,
gera

Tingall. K., §.3.
SFA ang Allen, N.,
oEPA

*indalt. K., U.S.
£FA

Forney, J.. Waste
Hanagesent of North
Aserica, Inc.

Tindall, K., U.S.
EPA

Tindall, X.. U.S.
£PA and Bowker, S..
0EPA

SECIPIENT

Forney, ;.. daste
Uinageeen’ 3t N2rn
naerica, .oz,

Tindail. 1., 4.3,
EFa

“indall, 0.0 U3,
EFA

Forney, .. daste
Managesent of North
Aserica. inc,

Fornev, J.. 3CA
Services and
Tindall, £.. U.S.
ZPA

Forney, J., daste
Nanagesent of North
Aserica. Inc.

.5, EPA

Forney, J.. Naste
Ranagesent of North
Aserica. Inc.

Forney, J.. Maste
Hanagesent of North
Aeerica. Inc.

U.S. EPA and OEPA

Forney, J.. Waste
Ranagesent of Narth
Aserica, Inc.

Farney, J.. Waste

Hanagesent aof North
Aserica, Inc.

18

TITLE SESCRIFTIN
3333SRTTT2IZITTL3IZ

-etter re: U3, EPA ang GEPA S Seview ot
Ze.sting Man:cor weli Zvaluatisn dng
Aesigent:idi weil investigation, eith No

soseents Jererited

.etter Sarwaraing 4 30y 0f Davten s ‘Fhase |

ne

Y1281 North weli ~.eig Ervironaentai Testine

ing deveiaosent Prograe’ Dates 1-38

sover Letter ‘or tne Sasoie [ats Facxages
That 3CA Services Receives Fros Cospulnes
Laboratories cn the Residential Weii Sasoiirne

Task

Letter re: nporoval of GaPP for PRP Leao
Phase | RI/FS Activaty

Letter re: Bonnie Sowker as the Nes UEPA
Aiternate Froject Coordinator

Letter re: U.S5. EPA ang OEPA's Detersinations
an the Modifications to the Secons Round
Groundwater Sassling Plan Proposal

Caver Letter wath 3/24/89 [ncidest Report

Letter re: Froposed TrenchingsTest Fit

Activities

Letter Forwarding the U.S. EPA CRL Data

Review Cossents for the Organic Portiom of

the Raw data Packages Subsitted

Letter re: RI/FS Change in Personnel

Letter Forwarding the Resaining U.S. EPA CRL

Cosaents on the data Packages Subsittes

Letter re: U.S. EPA and OEPA's Cossents on

the Source Characterization M

1583
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821169

0798789

37714789

1731739

18:10/89

8718789

08/29/89

18731789

< THC®

-
223333

Forney, J.. daste
Managesent of North
Agerica. inc,

Sorngv, 5., A
lgrvices 3¢ Ihig,
:nCc

Dases & Moore
Tases & “aore

sases & Roore

fowker, 8. and
Alien, 1., JEPA

Tindall. «.. U.S,
£FA

Farney. J.. daste
Nanagesent 0F North
Aserica. [nc.

Farney, J.. Waste
Nanagesent of Nerth
Aserica. Inc.

Lewninger, R.. Waste
Managesent of Nerth
Aserica, [nc.

Sowker, R., OEPA ane
Timll. ‘.. ulsl
EPA

Tindall, K., U.S.
EPA and Bowker, B.,.
CEPA

SEIIPIENT
szsz3IT3IT

u.3. P4 ang EFN

STA Services 27
Jhio. [ac.

SCA Services of
dno. Inc.

SCA Services of
Jha, Inc.

Forney, J.. 3CA
Services ang
Tingall, .. Y.3.
£PA

Forney, J.. Waste
Managesent of Nerth
Aserica. Inc.

U.3. EPA and OEPA

J.5. EPA and GEPA

Ashworth, J..
Resource Applicatio-
ns

Forney, J.. Naste
Ranagesent of North
Aeerica. Inc.

Forney, J.. Naste

Managesent of North
Aserica. Inc.

19

TUTGEDESCRIPTION
S33X2TTTTIITITI2S

ta3gl
3332
-ETter Farwdrging cne Freiteinary 3urze
smaracterizition vegort, Sx18t1Q “aniger
seii tvaiuaticn Tecrnical Temgranoue, in3
Sesidentiai Aater (~vest124%:2" Tesanizél
“0907an0us

Isver Letier f3r cve a5 integrity acudy,
Zedieent & durtace water, Fag10:cg0i%ail
.avestigation, 34s Migration
Technical Mesorancus, iask J: RadL013QiCai
favestigation

Technical Mesgrandus, Task 9: 3as Mioration §
Jtudy

Technical Mesoransue. Tasks I ang 3¢ 11
Iedisent and Surface mater Sisoiing ine
nalysis

wetter re: Change of GEPA Project i
Coardinatars

Review of the Miaex North Well Field Pues 4
Tests

Letter Forwarding the Hydrogeologic 1
Investigation Technical Mesorandus

Letter Forwarging the Surficial ano 1
Sub-Surticial Soil Saeeiing ana Analvsis Aeb-
1ent A1r Quality [avestigation MNesoranda

Letter re: Resoonse to the Inforsation 1
Request. Which das Sent to Maste Managesent

of North Aeerica. Inc.: SCA Services Agreed

to Conduct the RI/FS

Letter re: OEPA a&c U.5. EPA's Cosments on :
the Cao Integrity, Surface Water:Sedisent,
Radialogical. and Bas Migration Recorts

Letter re: U.S. EPA and OEPA’s Coseents on 4
the Hydrogeologic [nvestigation Technical
Nesorandua Received on 3/3/89
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Tingatl. X.. 4.3,

tFA ana bowker. &..
JEPA

Jowher. 3. ang
wilen, M., QEPA

*iadall, k., UGS
EPA ana Bawker, ..
CePA

Sarney, J.. SCA
Services af Qhio,
‘oncl

T‘“d.ll. l". U-Sa
£94 ang Bowker. 3..
(EPA

Cannair, D. ane
Edwaras, 3., Dases &
Moore

Farney, J.. Waste
%anagesent af North
Agerica

lilli, W., Davton's
Dept. of dater

Bowker, 8., OEPA

Bowker, B.. OEPA and
Tindall, K., U.S.
EPA

Timll' "' U.s.
EPA and Dowker. 3..
(1, ]

Forney, J., Naste
Managesent of North
Aserica. Inc.

HdiH 1
LVt

Faraev, i.. maste
2anagenent :° varth
apserica. (",

ruber reianse
Citisens

forney, J., Haste
Managesent of North
“seriza. Inc.

Tindail. k.. U.S.
EPA and dowker, 3.,
QEPA

Farnev, J.. Waste
Ranagesent of Nortn
neerica

SCA Services of
ghio, [nc.

Tindall, K., U.3.
EPA and Bowker. B. &
Davidson, K., OEPA

Winston, T., JEPA

Lilli, 4., Davtom s
Dest. of Water -

forney, J.. Naste
Nanagesent af North
Aserica

Fisher, J., Miasi
Valley Landfill .
Coalition

Tindall, K., U.5.
EPA and Gibbans, A.,
Davidson, K., JEPA

TITLE ESIRICTIIN
S3323333333233333

Lerter re: u.3, EF4 4ng JEFR € Seview 3f e
cepiisinary Source cnaracteriiation Seport

L2TTEPE Forwdrded U3 ATed Litilens 97 ucer
Hel1ants ~eQarsing Anaivticai Fesults of aater
Jaspies Cailected Froe Their delis Juring tne
seer of (2 4/88, Part of the &l

.etter #e: U.3. tPA and QEFA’s Review of the
Existing Monitor sell Evaivation and
resident1al Water [nvestigation: No Cosments
dere denerated

Letter re: RI/FS Extension of R Schegule

4.5, £FR anc GEPA's Cossents on the Draft RI
Reoort

Letter re: Resolution of PRL [ssues Discussed

at the 3/12/90 Agency Meeting

Cover Letter for Rl Resort

Request for Cooy of New Oraft of the RI
Report

Response ta 6/7/90 Letter

U.5. EPA and OEPA’s Cossents on the Revised
R1 Report

Letter re: the Coalition s Hvdro
log Suggestions for Additional Vells

Letter re: Agemcies MNeeting re: the RI
Regort
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23333

Farney, J.. daste
Managqesent af North
Aserica. [nc.

Faeney, J.. Waste
“3nacesent of North
Jeerica, .nc.

aigoons, A, GEPA
ang Tincall, 1.,
d-s. Epﬁ

jones. V., U.3. EPA

3iobons, A., JEPA

Forney, J.., Waste
Varagesent of North
Aserica, Inc.

s:08. J.. Suflita,
J.. Russeil, H..
.3, EPA

Lern, T.. Naste
Adnageaent 37 North
A8erica, inc,

Razes. A., Eagon &

Assaciates. Inc.

Tindall, XK., U.S.
EPA and Gibbons, A.,
JEPA-

Kern, T.. Vaste
Nanagesent of North
deerica

Gibbons, A.. OEPA
U.5. EPA

dibbons, A.. QEPA

JECIFIENT
232233333

Tinaall, k.. 4.3,
EFA ang 3:5pCnS. *.,
Javiasen, n., ZESA

rarsnal.. J.. JtPA

Fornoi. J.. daste
Managesent of North
Aserica, Inc,

Keily, J.. U.5. cPA

Forney, J.. Waste
Manageaent of North
dserica. [ac.

aAnn

gibbons. A.. GEFA

J.5. EPA

Tindall, K., U.§,
E°A and Gibbons. A.,
Davidson. X.. OEPA

Kern, T., Haste
Ranagesent of North
feerica, Inc.

Kern, T.. Naste
Nanagesent of North
Aeerica. [nc,

Tindall. X., U.S.
EPA and Gibbans, A.
& Davidson, K.. OEPA
Kasins, S.

Pudlic

Fisher, J.. Miam

Valley Landtill
Coalition

TTLE SESCRIPTION
:3333333333333333

sory Pian seengeent far *he nveragecisaical
imvestilation

.otter re: Sice Maintenance

J.3. £F8 ang JEPA s Cossents cn the eark Flan
dgendeent

Agoroval and Cooy of the First =evision GnPP

-tar Qversignt on the FRP's RI/FS nctivities

Letter re: Sasoling Procedures

Xesponse to 11/256/50 Letter on the Saspling
Pracedures

4.5, EPA Guidance. *Sround Water Issue:
Reductive Dehalogenation of Organic
Contaminants in Soils and Ground dater®
Letter re: Resasoling of Moaitoring Wells ang
Residential Wells

Letter re: s#ull Develoosent for Third Round
Resaeoiing

U.S. EPA and JEPA's Comeents on the PRL
Alternatives Array

Techaical Mesorandua: dvdrogeologic
[avestigation

Cover Letter for Sasple Resuits
Frogress Regort

Cover Letter for Samsling Round 4 Results
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04717192
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fa0es & Moare

vern, T.. daste
vanagesent of North
“aerica

L3 EFR

213bons. 4., JEPA
ana Tindail. 4.,
4.5, EPA

7;1d“ll il! Jls'
£5A and 5iddons. N..
JEPR

Farney, J., Haste
Managesent 3f North
iserica

James & Moore
Jases & Moore

Tindall. K., U.S.
EPA ang Sibdons. A..
JEPA

5ibbons, A.. OEPA
ang Bartlett, Jl..
U.S. EPA

Forney, .. Iaitc .
Managesent of North
Aserica

timll. ‘.I u'sl
EPA and Gidbons. A..
0EM

Tindall, K.. U.S.
(14} .

B‘rtl.tt. Jll uls'
€PA ang Sibbons. A..
0EPA

SECIFIENT

3CA 3ervices of
Ghig. inC.
Tineall, v, ul3,
234 ang S1000n8, .,
faviason. .. EPA

File

rorney. J.. Naste
Managesent af North
Aserica

Forney. J.. daste
Manageasnt of North
feerica

Tindall. K., U.S,
£PA and Gibbens, A..
Davidson. K., JEPA

SCA Services of
dhto. Inc.

SCA Services of
Ohio. inc.

forney, J.. Naste
Managesent of North
Aeerica

Forney, J.., Waste
Managesent of North.
feerica. Inc.

Tindall, .. U.S.

EPA and Gibbons. A.,
JEPA

Forney, J.. Naste
Nanagesent of North
Aserica

Farney, J.. Naste
Nqt. an¢ Bidbbons.
f., OEPA

Forney, J.. Naste

Ranagesent of Nerth
fserica

Q2

TITLE BESCRIPTION
32233333333T323323

-

%{ Report. -2i. 3: Sopenoix U, Andirt1ldl

Jata
Zsver Lerter or tne Revisea R Fecart
Meeting List “ar PRL Meering in Chicaeo

Cassents on the August 135! Revised RI Reoort

Revisions to the Baseline Risk nssesseent

Caver Letter for the Revises RI Report

R[ Regort. Vai. L: Resort Text, Tables ang
Fiqures
RI Regort. Vol. 2: Assendices

Aevision and Cossents on the 1Z2/91 Revised RI
Resort -

U.5. EPA and OEPA's Reguest That Naste
Ranagesent Sasele Residential Nells

Cover Letter for the Revised R1 Ronbrt

Letter indicating That the RI Resort Mas Been
Desend Final

Letter re: Chaage of Resedaal Project Manager

Request for Addendus to the Inatial Screening
Nesorandus
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wil

iifnltt. Jl' U-50
£PA and Giboons. ..
JEPA

igevient, J.. L3,
IT4 410 310C0MS, A,
JEFA

Carnev, J.. daste
Minagesent of North
neerici

Shelley, 7., Ohio
Nept. af Health

0r10 Uegt. of Health

Jiotons, A., OEPA
ind Bartlett, l..
4.3, EPA

5ibbons, A,. 0EPA

Trivedi, .. Jases &
Moore

u.3. EPA

Jases & Moore

Farney, J,. Waste
Hanagesent of Narth
aeerica

Fornay, J.. Haste

Nanageseat of North
Aserica

Gibbans, 6., OEPA
and Bartlett. ..
U.S. EPA

farney, J.. Waste
Managesent of North
Aserica. Inc.

SECIPIENT

Public

Faraey, J., daste
“nagesent 3t varen
Aserica

Farney, J., Waste
Managesent cf Nortn
weerici

Bartlett, J.. U.3.
£%A and Gidbbons, A..
0EPA

Bartlett, J.. U.5.
£PA

Fualic

forney. J.. Naste
Managesent of North
deerica

Shelley. T., Ohio
Jest. of Health

Bartlett, J.. U.S5.
€PA

File

3CA Services of
Ohig. Inc.

Bartiett, J't u.S.
€PA and Sibbons, A..
0EPA

Bartlett. J.. U.S.
EPA and Gibbons. A..
0EPA

Forney, J.. Naste
Ranagesent of Nerth
feerica

Bartiett. J.. U.5.
EPA and Bibbons, A..
OEPA

ctemi m amass

t JE3CFIFTION
2233333233333z 31%

-3endd far YLD Funlic Meeting Weid 3. 13,72

Seview 9° %@ inicldi 3creening Nesorandus

~gd1tignal -3seents 20 cne [n:tiii icreening
“eqorinius

Sesponse to Ccasents on the Draft F3

Letter ret avarlability ot the Public Health

Assessaent

Health Assessaent Review

s0int Aqency Coseents on the Draft F3
Review of the Health Assesseent

Response to Cossents on the Draft FS

feeting List

Feasibility Reoort

Modifications to the Alternatives List
Resgonse to General Coseents on th¢>nraft 3

OEPA and U.S. EPA’s Cossents on the PRL
Revises FS Report

Letter re: SCA's Agreesent to Sasole Six
Residential Welis
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04/13/93

04/22/93
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06/04/93

06/08/93

06/14/93

06/17/93

06/17/93

06121793
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AUTHOR

Forney, J., Naste
Ranagesent of North
Aserica, [nc.

Ohio Beparteent of
Health and ATSDR

Gitboms, A., OhioEPA

U.5. EPA

gibbans, A., OhioEPA

Niasi Valley
Landfill Coalition

Schatte, C.

Nontqosery, 6.

Brinckaan, J.,
Dayton Daily News

Canill, J.

Brinckaan, J.,
dayton Baily News

Harrisom, J., Ohio
Suburbas Nater
Cospany

Haynan, D., Fuller &
Henry

Barribail, T. and
Green, R.,
Fugro-tcClel land

Sarypie, C., U.S.
EPA

EPA ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL SITE

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, OHIO

UPDATE #1
09/717/93

RECIPIENT

Bartlett, J., U.S.
EPA and Gibbons, A.,
OhiokPA

u.sl m

Residents

Public

Forney, J.. Haste
Nanagesent of North
Aeerica, Inc.

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

U.S. EPA

Public

Public

Kisbrougn, D., U.S.
EPA

Kisbeough, 0., U.S.
EPA

Kisbrough, 0., U.S.
EPV

Haynas, 0., Fuller &
Heary

TITLE/DESCRIPTION

23835322 TITITTRES

Groundwater Analytical Resuits

Public Health Assessaent

‘Residential Well Saspling Results

Fact Sheet: *U.S. EPA Recossends Cleanup
Plan’®

Sasoling Resuits of Residential Wells Sasoled
on March 16, 1993 and April 14, 1993
Risai Valley Landfill Coalition's Cossents

res the Proposed Plan

Transcript of the June 2, 1993 Public Meeting
for the Proposed Plaa

Citizen's Cossents on the Proposed Plan

Newspaper Article: *Sroups Landfill Cleanup
Plan May Net Protect Water Wells®

Citizen's Cossents on the Proposed Plan

Newspaper Article: °EPA Targets Powell Road
Landtill Users*

Ohia Suburban Water Cospany's Cossents o the
Proposed Plaa

General Motors Corporation’s Request for am
Extension of the Cossent Period on the
Propesed Plan Through July 19, 1993

Miasi Valley Landfill Coalition's Coseents on
the Proposed Plan

Letter re: U.S. EPA’s Extension of the Public
Cossent Period for the Proposed Plan Through
Juiy 9, 1993

PAGES
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06/30/93
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AUTHOR

233388

Tomsend, P.,
Hydro-Log

0.5, EPA

Forney, J. and
Leininger, R., Haste
Mgt. of North
Aeerica

Haynae, D., Fuller &
Heary

Bartlett, J., U.S.
EPA

Bartlett, J.. U.S.
EPR and Gibdbons, A.,
OhiokPA

RECIPIENT

Niger Valley
Landfill Coalitiom

Public

Kisbrough, 0., U.S.
EPA

Kisbrough, 0., U.S.
EPA

Forney, J., Haste
Managesent of
Aeerica. Inc.

Residents

TITLE/DESCRIPTION

2322333383388

Hydrogeoiogic Cossents on the A1 and FS
News Release: °“EPA Announces Extension of
Poweil Road Public Cosment Period®

SCA Services of Ohia's Cossents on the
Propased Plan, with Attachsents

Sensral Motors Corporation’'s Cosseats on the
Proposed Plan

Letter re: Cossents on the Proposed Plan

Lettar to Residents re: Quality of Mater in
Private lells
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arnett, A, and

Shusge k.. CA2M H1ll

City of Davton

Severyn, 5., JhioEPA

Ichregardus, I..
“hiokFA

E‘rl.ttl Jl. UISO
EPA

Sartlett, J., U.S.
EPA

Allen, ®. and

Gibbons. A., OhioEPA

Bartlett. J., U.S.
£PA

Sindall. Steven,
J.5. 00l

S. EPA ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD
POWELL ROAD LANDFILL SITE
MONTGOMERY COUNTY. OHIO

UPDATE #2
09/29/93
SECIPIENT TITLE/GESCRIPTICN
sS33383333 22333333332332323

Alvey, M.. (hio
3uouroan dater
Canpany

ShiokPA

OhioEPA

Zity Manager, City
of Davton

Jusouchel le, J
U.5. EPA

File

Barlett, J., U.S.
EPA

File

Barlett, J., U.S.

- EPA

Jratt Technical Mesorandus re: Travel Tiae
nalysis

seneral Plan for the Phased Develooeent of
the City of Jayton Rip Rap Road Weil Field

Report on the General Plan for the Fhased
Developaent of the City of Davten Rip Rao
Road Well Field :

Letter re: the City of Davton s General Flans

ot Phased Developsent of the kip Nap moad
Well Field

Letter re: Grouns dNater [ssues

Mescrandus re: PRL Sround Water [ssues

Facsamile of OhiofPA's Inter
Office Cossunication re: SCA Services
Cossents on the Procosed Plan

Mesorandus re: the August 26 and 27. 1993

Neeting with OhioEPA

Letter re: the U.S. Geological Surth's
Technical Assistance an Hvdrogeological
[ssues
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EPA

Suie of Ohie Environmenial Protection Agency Uu.
P.O. ox 1049, 1800 WaksrMark Or. ' 1V. Vuinuvily
Governer
Columbus, Ohio 43208-0149 ~
(614) 844-2020 _ _bi” 3$’-‘ ke . Schregardus
FAX (614) 844-2320 ot
September 30, 1993 RE: :8'!1& ROAD LANDFILA,
NTGOMERY COUNTY, OHIO
RECORD OF DECLSION
Mr. Valdus v, us

Regional Admihistrator
U.S. EPA, Region V

77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois ousu4

Duags Mr. Adamkus:

The Ohlo EPA has received and reviewed the Record of Decision (ROD)
for the Powell Road Landfill (PRL) Superfund Site in Montgomery
Cuunty, Ohio. ORio EPA concurs vith the selection of Alternative
4 for remedial action at this site. The selected remedial action
presented in the ROD differs from the preferred remedial
alternative outlined in the proposed plan. The selected remedial
action, Alternative 4, includes the following components: -

institutional controls;

improved landfill cagnzith liner;

excavation of contaminated solls;

consolidation of excavated soils under landfill cap:

ground wvater monitoring;

flood protection;

stOrm water controls;

active landfill ill collection with flare;

leachate extraction; ’

on-site leachate treatment;

extraction of ground wvater from the shallow aquifer

adjacent to the landfrill;

on-site ground vater treatament; :

dtochargo of treated ground water and laachate to the
. river.

Estinated present worth cost of this remedial action is $20.51
million. Estimated cost of opsration and maintenance for this
remedial action is 844,000 per year.

Specifics of the remedial action such as the exact number and
location of gqround water extraction and monitoring wells, leachate
extraction wells, and gas extraction wells, as vell as the amounts
of media to be extracted and treated will be determinod in the
remedial design. The leachate extraction system will be designed
to create a slight influx of ground water into the landfill.
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Mr. Valdus V. Adamkus
Page 2

Language in the ROD also indicates that, should a connection ever
be found between PRL and the area of contamination known as the
Neednore Road plume, either a ROD amendment or an Explanation of
Significant Differences will be praparad ar appropriate.

Ohio BPA believaes that tha selactad ramadial actiem far Powall Road
rtandfill provides the best Dbalance among the alternatives when
evaluated against the nine critaria set forth in the National
Contingency Plan, 40 CFR, Part 300.430.

Distribution: Jan Carlson, Acting Chief, DERR
. Jenifer Xwasniewski, Section Manger, TuPS8, DERR
Catherine Stroup, Legal, Ohic EPA
Gibbons, SWDO, DERR
Jeff Hines, SWDO, DERR .
Jan Bartlett, RPM, U.S. BPA °



